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Abstract
This study was designed to assess the impact of Parent Effectiveness Training (PET) on a rural-suburban population, The population under
study was chosen from the unincorporated towns of Oakley and Knightsen,
California, located 70 miles northeast of San Francisco, in the San
Joaquin Valley. Sixty parents were chosen randomly from the parent
rosters of Oakley and Knightsen Elementary Schools. They were randomly
assigned to one of three groups, two being experimental and one control.
The instruments used to assess the training were the Parent Attitude
Survey Scale (PASS); the Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale); the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBR-Scale) and the Children 1 s Report
of Parent Behavior Invent"ory (CRPBI). The data from the PASS and D-Scale
were gathered pre-treatment, post-treatment and at two months delayed
post-treatment intervals. The data using teacher assessments on the
DESBR Scale,weregathered at the beginning and end of the study. The data
gathered on the chi 1dren of PET fami 1i es on the CRPBI wer.e done at the
beginning and end of the study.
The PET training was administered by the author, a licensed PET
instructor, over an eight week period. The classes were conducted on the
standardized PET instructional model, using Gordonts text and workbook.
Conclusions
1. PET did not appear to have a measurable effect on parent attitudes as measured by either the PASS or 0-Scale.
2. Couples expressed more feelings of confidence in parenting than
did parents who ~articipated as singles.
·
·
3. Teachers perceived children of parents who have taken a PET
course to be less blaming and dependent.
4. Children of parents who took the PET course had feelings of
being accepted by their parents to a greater degree than did children
whose parents did not receive this training. ·
Recommendations
1. PET classes should be formed with couples separate from singles;
they have different needs.
2. Studies using PET training should test behavior based on skills
acquired in PET classes.
3. Further studies on the examination of volunteer/non-volunteer
populations of parents taking PET are needed to determine the effects of
this variable on training outcomes.
4. Longitudinal studies should be conducted which assess and
follow the impact of PET on parent-child relationships for periods of
one, two and three years.
5. A study in which monthly follow-up sessions are held for at
least a year to reinforce PET skills and techniques should be conducted.
6. Pre-test examination of scores should be conducted in order to
control for homogeneity of popuiation. To encourage maximum treatment
impact, examination of the likeness of the population at pre-test time
is recommended.
7. A study which attempts to differentiate between rural-urban
background and socio-economic factors and their implications on PET
should be conducted.
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Chapter I
Introduction
During the last decade the helping
their work in parent education.

p~ofessions

have greatly expanded

The need for such education is essential

because there are specific behaviors parents must know to effectively
guide their children to full capacity (Satir, 1972).

"Parents are blamed

but not trained," as stated frequently by Gordon (1970, p. 1).
on:

He goes

"How many parents are effectively trained for it (parenting)_?

~/hat

job training is there; where can they obtain the knowledge and skills to
be effective at this job?" The increased instability of family life
through geographic and social mobility, the change in the status of women
in our society and the rise in the number of nuclear families has made
the need for parent education essential (Auerbach, 1968).

Parents do

not often have the support for parenting that was once avaiiable (Zigler,
1973).
Bronfenbrenner (1970) reported that the lack of contact between
parent and child leads to segregation by age and enlarges the influence of
the child•s peer group.

His further study indicated that under certain

conditions where the child•s peer group is predominant, social disruption
occurs; the child develops a negative self-image and antisocial behavior
grows.

He identified the causes of the decreasing opportunities for human

contact between parent and child to be such things as urbanization,
-

commuting, centralization of schools, working mothers, television, expert•s
1
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advica to be permissive and the development of professional child care.
If these trends continued, he predicted that alienation, indifference,
antagonism,and violence on the part of the younger
,segments of society would probably increase.

generati~n

in all

This overall diminished

interaction between parent and child in our society led members of the
1970 White House Conference on Children to raise the basic issue of how
children might be reintroduced to the world of adults (Zigler, 1973).
Few professionals would deny that the parent-child relationship
affects to a great extent the development of the child's personality and
psychological health (Satir, 1972)'.

The attitudes held by the parents and

the behavior of the parent have been hypothesized to be the most significant
variable in determining the childts mental health (Gordon, 1970).
To meet this need

Pat~nt Eff~ttiv~~~ss

Ttainfng (PET), an eight-week

program consisting of eight three-hour per training session meetings,
_was developed by Dr. Thomas Gordon to assist parents in securing effective
and healthier parent-child relationships through changing parent attitudes.
The program is a laboratory type of experience conducted oy a licensed
instructor involving the use of short lectures, tapes, models, readings,
homework

assignment~and

skill practice.

Recent studies have demonstrated the effectiveness of PET in developing listening skills, confrontation ability,

problem-solvin~

and value

collision (Andelin, 1975; Carducci, 1975; Gordon, 1970; 1972; Hanley, 1973;
Moritz, 1976; Stearn, 1971). However, Schmitz (1975) has pointed out the
lack of research on PET in heterogeneous rural populations.

3

Of the six studies completed on PET and parent attitude change all
recommended further study in the areas of -coup le/s i ngTef and sex- of the
parent (Garcia, 1971; Hanley, 1973; Larson, 1970; Lillibridge, 1971;
Peterson, 1971; Stearn, 1971 ).

Couple/single was defined as parents

taking training alone or taking the training together.

It was also

felt that the sex of the parent should be examined in terms of attitude
change.
The Problem
PET has demonstrated its ability to enhance parent-child relationships in urban middle class families through specifically developed
communication skills.

Because the quality of parent-child relation-

·ship is accepted as being important in personality development, does the
attitude of those participating in the basic PET course singly or as
couples change significantly from those not participating in PET?

Is

PET effective with parents from rural areas? Will PET attitude changes
remain significant over an extended period of time? Does PET have an
observable effect on the children of parents receiving this training?
Purpose of this Study
In contrast to other studies, which involved primarily metropolitan middle-class, caucasian populations, this study focuses on and
draws from a rural suburban population and examines the differential
effects of PET on males/females and couples/singles.

This study is an

effort to compare and validate the effectiveness of PET programs described in previous studies.

The purpose of this study is to quanti-

tatively assess attitude changes of rural parents occurring as a result

4

of participation in the basic PET course.
Statistical Treatment
Six 2 x 2 analysis of covariance were implemented to study the
interrelationship and interaction of the independent variables, PET
and couple/single status, on the dependent variables, which included
five subscales of the PASS and the scores from the D-Scale for parents.
The reaction of the independent variable male/female to the five subscales of the PASS and D-Scale was compared on independent! tests.
The DESBR-Sca1e and the ratings on the CRPBI were analyzed on t tests
comparing the children of the experimental groups with the children of
the control group. The first six analysis of covariance tested the
effects of PET on the five subscales of the PASS and D-Scale.

One

additional analysis of covariance was perfonned to test the effects of
PET on the PASS subscales over time.

These analyses used the pre-

tests as covariates and the final April and June tests as dependent
variables.
Sixty parents who were randomly selected and agreed to participate
in the study were divided into three equal groups.
classified as experimentals and Group C served as

Groups A and B were
controls~

Although preliminary research completed by Schmitz (1975) reported
the impact of PET on a homogeneous rural population, his study did not
consider the diffet•ential effects of male versus female and couple versus
single status in relationship to PET.

His population was representative

of an isolated rural midwestern volunteer group of people.
The differential effects of parent education on males and females
along with couples and singles were reported by Hereford (1963) in his
original study on parent discussion groups.

He reported that discussion

5

group gai,ns were seen as more significant in females than in males and
couples than in singles.· His population was comprised of middle -to uppermiddle class parents predominantly employed in government or university
positions in Austin, Texas.
Hanley (1973) and Thompson (1970) reported a difference in the
performance of couples and singles on the Parent Attitude Survey Scale
(PASS) (Hereford, 1963). Both studies put•ported to study PET as a treatment impact generally and did not assess its differential effect on
couple/singles status and male/female.

These studies were also conducted

on middle to upper middle class volunteer families in a major metropolitan area.
This study compared the differential effects of couple/single status
and sex and their implications for PET.

The population under study was a

heterogeneous, rural-suburban randomly selected group of parents who
agreed to participate in the study.
The assessment of th'e effect of the training was done using the PASS
(Hereford, 1963) and the Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale) (Rokeach, 1960).
These are self-assessment instruments and were administered to parents
randomly assigned to experimental and control groups.

The assessments

were made before and at the time of termination of the eight-week PET
program.

The parent assessment was again repeated two months after the

end of the course. The Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale
(DESBR-Scale) (Spivack, 1967) was completed by the teachers of the
children whose parents were involved in the study and was used to assess
any observable change in the children of these parents by an outside
observer.

The children of the members of the study were also interv·iewed

personally on the Children's Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI)

6

(Schaefer, 1966).
This study investigated the change in -parental atti-tudes of-rura-l
suburban parents enrolled in a PET class. Approximately 60 parents, 50%
of them attending singly and 50% of them as couples, from a rural suburban community in the San Joaquin Delta region of central California were
involved in the study.
observed.

Forty-five children of these parents were also

The study tested the effect of PET between parents who took

PET and parents who did not as measured by the PASS and D-Scale. The
interaction between the couple/single
PET

~reatment

status~

the sex of the parent, and

on these same variables was also evaluated.

Finally, the

manner in which teachers and children saw the attitude change in parents
was examined on the DESBR-Scale and the

CRPBI~

Definition of Terms
The following definition of terms are used throughout this study.
Parent Effectiveness Training (PET): A parent ed.ucation course of
instruction devised by Gordon and used extensively across the U.S. which
emphasizes the following skills:

(l) listening skills (2) communicating

skills (3) problem solving and (4) values clarification (Gordon, 1962).
Open mindedness:

Parents scoring at the low end of the

D-Scale~

Parents so labeled have manifested a low measure of general authoritariantsm and intolerance (Rokeach, 1960).
Closed mindedness:

Parents scoring at the high end of the D-Sca1e.

Parents so labeled have demonstrated a high measure of general authoritarianism and intolerance and are considered to possess a closed-minded belief
system (Rokeach, 1960, p. 71).
Parent Attitudes: Attitudes of trust, confidence, acceptance, causation, and understanding as reflected in child-rearing techniques.

In this
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study attitudes are those beliefs,

opinions~and

values parents express

on the PASS (Hereford, 1963).
Child-Rearing Techniques: Approaches to coping with the parentchild relationship as reflected on the PASS (Hereford, 1963).
Behavior Change: A change of one standard deviation in a positive
or negative direction as seen on the DESBR-Scale post-test (Spivack,
1967).

Couple/Single Status (C/S):

Parents who participated in the study

were categorized as being single, taking the training alone, or as
paired, taking the training with their spouse.

Couples, in this study,

were participants who took the training with their spouse.
the study, were participants who took the training alone.

Singles, in
The term

"single" does not describe the participant!s current marital status.

It

only describes the status in whi·ch they participated in this study.
Research Hypotheses
H1

Among parents who chose to participate in PET, regardless of
sex or couple/single status there will be a difference in
attitude between those who received the training as measured
by

H2

the D-Scale and PASS and those who did not.

Among parents who participate in the study there will be a
difference in measured attitude between males and females who
received PET and those who did not.

H3

Among parents who participate in the study there will be a
difference in measured attitude change between those who took
the training as couples and those who took the training as
single parents regardless of couple/single status.
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H4

Over a period of time from pretraining to two months after
training there will be a difference in measured attitudes
between parents who did not take the training and parents who
did participate in the training.

Hs

Among children whose parents participate in PET, there will be
a difference in behavior as measured by the DESBR-Scale.

H6

There will be a difference between children\s scores whose
parents took the training and of children's scores whose
parents did not on the CRPBI.

Limitations of the Study
This study was limited to the parents of Oakley and Knightsen
Elementary School Districts who were asked to participate in a PET program. Thus, the findings of this study may be generalized only to
populations who select to participate in a PET cour'se and who reside in
a rural suburban setting, located near a large metropolitan area, which
has been classified as a middle to lower socioeconomic area.
Summary
The introductory chapter of the study presented a statement of the
problem to be investigated, the purpose and rationale of the study, the
definitions of terms used, hypotheses to be investigated, limitations of
the study, and the statistical treatment.

In Chapter II the literature

r·elated to this investigation is reviewed.
the study are described in Chapter III.

The design and procedures of

Included is a description of the

population of the study, the instruments and procedures used to gather
data, the experimental design and the statistical analyses.
IV the results of the investigation are presented.

In Chapter

In the final chapter
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a summary and discussion of the findings and the conclusions and
recommendations f()r _further study are presented.

Chapter II
·Review·of·Related.Literature
This chapter includes a review of the literature pertinent to the
study of Parent Effectiveness Training (PET) and its effect on parent
attitude change.
The.chapter is divided into (a} the development of parent education,
(b) effects of training on parents,

includin~

measurement problems,

(c) studies showing effect of parent training on children including
measurement problems, and (d) principles of parent effectiveness training
and a review of the research directly related to Gordon's training program.
The Development of Parent Education
Early History
A traditional review of parent education usually begins with the
pioneer work of G. Stanley Hall and the origins of the child study movement at the turn of this century but a comprehensive history vtould have
to begin earlier.

More attention needs to be paid to the complementary

roles of church and colony in the early American period and their joint
attempts to compel parents to raise children by religious mandate

(Morgan~

1966). As pointed out by Haskins (1960), tithingmen, government-appointed
agents in Massachusetts, began in the late 17th century to oversee
parents through direct intervention in the home.

The history of early

parent education included church deacons, school teachers, and overseers
10
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of the poor who served informally as agents of moral surveillance
during the 18th century when colonial life became more heterogeneous
and commercia 1 (Mohl, 1971}.
By the early .19th century Sunday Schools were well established.
Originally English imports, they not only provided religious instruction,
but also taught appropriate social attitudes to lower-class parents,
using children as avenues of intervention.

These schools provided a

means of improving impoverished home lives (Rosenburg, 1971).
Another consideration in the history of parent education was the
domestic tracts which proliferated after the mid-nineteenth century.
These pamphlets gave counsel to an uprooted society which, with rapidly
changing family structures, found advice from kin no longer readily
available.

Parents looked to these pamphlets for advice.

The pamphlets

were usually obtained from a neighboring family (Brenner, 1956).
Organized Parent Education
Formal parent education dates back to 1888 with the beginning of the
Child Study Association of America (CSAA).

The CSAA recommended materials,

books and magazines, observed groups, and published a number of studies.
These early works centered around the research of Rousseau, Spencer,
Froebel, Montessori, Hall and Ellis, and others.

The CSAA initiated

the National Council of Parent Education to coordinate the many lay and
professional groups in the field.
development of instructional

It made major contributions to the

matet~ials

and later sponsor·ed the first

parent education course at Teachers College in Columbia University in
1925 (Brim, 1959).
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Despite these important historical antecedents, the most important
era of parent education begins with th.e work of G. Stanley Hall.

First,

he was the most prominent psychologist of the late 19th century.

Second~

he was the first to legitimize and institutionalize the study of children
within the university.

And third, more than anyone, he popularized the

idea that the study of children could change the pedagogy of the home
and the schoo 1 (Ross, 1973}.
The child study movement attempted to improve the physical health
of children by bringing current educational practices in line with
children's 11 natural" needs.

Hall developed methods and techniques of

observation, quantification, and evaluation; out more important to
parent education was the acceptance of his ideas by the young women who
gathered in 1897,in Washington, D.C. to form the National Congress of
Mothers, the first nation-wide

parent~education

organization, now known

more familiarly as the Parent-Teacher Association or PTA (Mulligan, 1975;
Overstreet, 1949}.
Origins of the PTA.

The PTA and its type of parent education are

cultural products of the progressive era.

As articulated by the PTA, the

concept of parent education embodied many of the diverse trends in
progressive social thought. Whether these goals represented genuine
philanthropy or cultural imposition is immaterial in reviewing the
literature; what remains foremost is that parent education was considered
important and essential for all women, even though middle-class assumptions
would dictate its form and content.

The PTA stressed that the education

of mothers in social and political affairs could influence the quality of

13

home life. A primary goal of progressive parent education was to makeall middle-class women conscious of and willing to take action to
remedy social injustice.

Hence political acUon and political education

were integrated into the PTA's notion of parent education.
The PTA used parent education in the progressive era as a lever for
changing society by organizi'ng motflers of the nation in a common cause.
The meaning of parent education in the progressive era as embodied by
the PTA, the most fnfluential group devoted primarily to the cause of
reform, was multifarious.

It focused attention on women in both the

middle and lower classes, the former as agents of social reform, and the
latter as beneficiaries. Drawing from the contributions of G. Stanley
Hall, the PTA sought to popularize behavioral-science knowledge and to
translate it into social programs (Schlossman, 1976).
Methods of the PTA.

Implicit in the themes embraced by the PTA

were three strategies for reaching parents.

They helped to illustrate

the relationship between means and ends in progressive parent education
and to distinguish sharply between the pre- and post-war meanings of parent
education.
the

poo~

These strategies were group discussion, home instruction for

and local social-political action.

A combination of self-instruction and group discussion was the
first method for reaching parents.

On a weekly basis, local PTA women

would break up into small groups to

~iscuss

recent child care and social

issues (Platt, 1973). A second strategy advanced by the PTA was designed
to extend ·benefits, like those of the new science of psychology and
modern medicine, to the poor. Often with prior experience in church-
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sponsored charitable work, local .PTA-delegated members served as moral
missionaries to less fortunate women.

Their goal was to update and

supplement the services offered by visiting nurses.

Finally, the PTA

stressed the education of mothers in-social and political affairs to
influence the quality of home life.

One goal of progressive parent

education was to make all middle-class women conscious of and willing to
take

acti~on

to remedy social injustice.

The PTA did not emphasize its members' rights as women but did
emphasize their duties and obligations as mothers.

In the 1920s the

parent education movement lost contact with the poor, who increasingly
became the main concern of social workers.

By turning into an apolitical

movement pursued by and for the middle class, something vital disappeared
from the PTA's program for parent education even as the subject itself
became more popular (Schlossman, 1976).
Federal Intervention
Governmental support of parent education began with the creation
of the Children's Bureau in the Department of Labor in 1912.

The

Children's Bureau was the first in a series of federal organizations
whose purpose was to oversee the welfare of children.

The unique aspect

of this bureau was its charge to protect pre-school children.

In parallel

support the Department of Agriculture provided for two thousand county
home demonstration agents to instruct parents in new homemaking techniques
and child care,

The emphasis in these two programs centered on the

physical health of children.

Later, the Works Progress Administration of

the New Deal helped spur parent education programs by offering trained
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1eaders, programs, and materials to support parent educati.on (Brim, 1959;
..

Schlossman, .1976; Weiss·; 1974)'.. ··
I

.Currents of Psychological Influence
In mos·t histories. of psychology, Watson, Freud, Dewey, and Gesen
are portrayed as antagonists, but the convergence of the bodies of
thought stimulated oy these ·men la1d the groundwork for a new emphasis
in postwar parent education.

Long before Watson published his controversial

Psycho 1ogi ca 1 Care of Infant and Ch11 d (19.28} his theories and experiments
had received acclaim.

During the first decade of the twentieth century

he campaigned to overturn introspectionist and geneticist theories.
Birnbaum (1955) has concluded that 9ehaviorism, in one form or another
usually identified with Watson, oecame psychology's conventional wisdom.
The appea.l of Watson's ideas, especially his emphasis on the all-powerful
role of parents in shaping character, his stress on early habit drill,
and his belief that character is fixed at a very early age are easily
seen in the parent education of the 1920's.

Behaviorism established the
'

intellectual boundaries of child development in this decade just as Hall's
geneticism had in the previous era (Birnbaum, 1955; Bakan, 1966; Schlossman,
1976).
Freud was accepted much more readily in the United States than
elsewhere, although his influence on child·care practices at this time
had been exaggerated just as Watson's ideas have been underemphasized
(Steer, 1968).

Freud, like Watson, was interpreted as believing that

parents were the critical factor during the childts preschool years,
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their influence surfacing in later emotional

and~ocial

_ad_j{Jstment. _Freud

and Watson agreed in arguing that parents alone controlled whether
children would be well-adjusted as adults, and that this control had to
be exercised very early to be effective (Schlossman, 1976; Hale, 1971).
To advocates of such behaviorism, Dewey became a demigod.

Promoters

of the nursery school invoked Deweyts ideas of "learning by doing" and
the need for early experience in small groups as training for "effective
citizenship." Deweyls ideas were adopted by the preschool teacher with
fervor, although he was often misquoted as believing that personality
development was determined by a child's early experiences at home
(Schlossman, 1976).
Not strictly in the same mold as Freud and Watson, Gesell, one of
the most respected psychologists or clinicians to become directly involved in parent and preschool education, also stressed the significance
of early training and the effects of improper child care, Gesell was a
vigorous proponent' of the need to professionalize motherhood so as to
spare children irreversible emotional damage.

Like many behaviorists,

Gesell advocated a new breed of parent education based on the latest
behavioral science techniques learned, ideally, through active

observa~

tion at nursery schools. Gesell, like his mentor Hall, stressed growth
and maturation and the role of the environment in conditioning character
(Schlossman, 1976; Gesell, 1923).
Pre- and

Post~World

War I Comparisons

Three major changes.
post~World

In comparing parent education of a pre- and

War I basis three distinct changes are reported in the litera-

ture. Most conspicuously, the pre-war interest in parent education as a
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s~eppi ng

stone to_ other soci a_l reforms di s~p!Jeay~~ a lmo~t e_!lti re_ly_ f_roiTI _

the literature.

Parent education in the 1920's stressed the instruction

of middle-class women in ways to rear their own children in accordance
with the latest behavioral science dicta.

The urban poor immigrant no

longer figured in discussions of the subject, either as recipients of new
knowledge on child care or as a constituency for social reform.

Parent

education became a reform by and for the middle classes exclusively
(Schlossman, 1976).
Second, the center of attention in parent education shifted away from
the adolescent. This reflected a turn away from the ideas of G. Stanley
Hall on the critical stage of development.

Instead, preschool children

became the group to which psychologists and lay organizations like the
CSAA and the American Association of University Women (AAUW} paid heed.
On a more formal basis parent education and preschool education joined
(Steinfels, 1973). The period following World War I appears to have gone
completely against Hall

~s

laissez-faire attitude toward the young child

and his concentration on adolescence as the most important and promising
period for shaping character. The stress changed to training parents in
the principles of child psychology which ranged from vaguely to explicitly
behavioral.
The third difference between pre ... and post-war versions of parent
education was the emergence of the nursery school.

Nursery schools wer·e

imported from England with one fundamental difference; whereas the
English nursery school was aimed at the poor, in the United States it vtas
provided for the middle class, often centered in or near universities
(Steinfels, 1973). The main objective of nursery schools in Ameri.ca was
to provide middle-class parents with direct lessons in rearing children
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to be deferential to authority, in total control of their emotions, and
socially conformist.

Instead of creative play, self-expression, and

unregulated freedom these ideas clearly had much in. common with the expectations and methods of behavioral psychology (Schlossman, 1976;
Steinfels, 1973).
Draft results.

For many Americans the results of the draft tests

for mental, emotional, and physical fitness during World War I triggered
great concern about the capacity of family and schools to fulfill their
responsibilities as principal social educators of the young. Although
reports of military intelligence testing by Schier (1915), Thomas (1915),
Sheehan (1915), and Jekins (1915) suggested that military testing was
used only to classify and categorize military applicants, parents still
reacted with alarm to the- 1914-15 statistics of mentally subnormal youth
(Brim, 1959).
Military Justification
The military justified use of the Binet-Simon scale, Schier scale
and Yerkes-Bridges scale by stating that they were used to assess
appropriateness for military service and to screen for mental retardation
(Sheehan, 1915, 1916). Thomas (1915) stated that the test scores
reported by the military service were measures of one 1 s natural ability
and not reflective of educational background.
The results of these tests and implications were included in government parent education literature (CSAA, 1915).

Parent education was

seen once again as the focal point for new child rearing techniques.
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Pre- and Post-World War II

Comparison~
(

(.

In comparing parent education trends before and after tfte second
world war the trend could be labeled as the

~professionalization

of parent

education." This term refers to the development of research and training
in the area of parent education and to the emergence of professional
organizations which served the function of setting standards, publishing
journals,and sponsoring national meetings (Auerbach, 1963; Brim, 1959).
The major activity during this period came from the use of parent
education by workers in the mental health field.

A working relationship

between education groups and mental health groups was established prior to
1930 through the work of the National Mental Hygiene Committee and the
National Congress of Parents and Teachers (The National Congress, 1930).
The post-war era brought more of this.

Spurred by the data gathered from

the mental health screening procedures during the war, the immediate
post-war period saw the passage of the National Mental Health Act in 1946.
This act provided for the operation of community mental health programs
which often included parent education programs (Lowry, 1953).
The shift in interest in mental health and other areas of human
concern from treatment to prevention has been marked in the last decade;
and parent education, primarily a preventive technique, has grown in wealth
and recognition with this shift (Brim, 1959).
National Programs
The programs operated at the national level are predominently sponsored by government·agencies.

These programs are concentrated in either the
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Department of
fare.

Agricultur~

pr_the Depgrtment of

He(llth~ ~du_catiQ_n~_an_d_Wel

.._

Programs in the Department of Agriculture occur in the context of

the extension service affiliated in every case with land-grant colleges.
The program of the Department of Agriculture reached nearly
families in 1955 (U.S. Department of Agriculture, 1956).

1~7.00,000

If offered

information on child development and guidance, strengthening family
relations, and recommended play equipment for children.
Infant care. Within the Department of Health,

Education~and

Welfare,

several distinct programs were carried on; programs aimed at pursuing
relevant materials and their publication, direct consultation, and promoting summer workshops for teachers (Brim, 1959). The four key programs.
of the federal government which can be cited were (a) The first White
House Conference on the Care of

Dep~ndent

Children in 1909, which resulted

in the Child'·s Charter and the creation of the Children's Bureau in 1912.
The Bureau was placed in the Department of Labor in 1913. 'In 1914 the
first edition of Infant Care was published, evidencing the interest of the
Bureau in parent education from its inception. This publication remained
in circulation until 1955 offering practical parenting hints such as baby
care, child development, innoculation information, common childhood
illnesses,and information on community facilities.

Infant Care also

reflected the philosophies of Montessori, Spencer, Froebel, and G. Stanley
Hall. The publication Infant Care was at this time the accepted government publication on child care and judged to have considerable impact on
parenting in the early 20's.

(b) The Smith-Lever Act in 1914 made ptovisions

for 2,000 County Home Demonstration Agents as part of the Department of
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Agriculture. These agents carried on demonstration projects in home-

-

making management, and child care among other duties.

-

(c) The Smith-

Hughes Act in 1917 defined 11 homemaking•t as a basic vocation for women;
education for homemaking was henceforth included in the various vocational acts administered by the Office of Education Extension classes.
Institutes, exhibits, and demonstrations for the teaching of nutrition
and child care were developed in various sections of the country.

(d)

In 1918 the United States Public Health Service began support of programs
of parent education with special emphasis on health of children (Brim,
1959; Schlossman, 1976; Whiteside-Taylor, 1953).

At the moment no satisfactory way of classifying national organizations has been found.

Some organizations are composed of professional

members, such as the American Public Health Association which sponsored
the preparation of materials for parent education especially in the area
of counseling. Some organizations consist primarily of non-professional
members, such as the National Congress of Parent and Teachers. Others
like the National Red Cross are nonprofit in nature. Still others are
straight-forward commercial enterprises such as the Parents Institute.
USAA. The CSAA carried on a multidimensional program. This organization was the only noncommercial national organization devoted solely to
parent education, offering official publications of mass media materials,
educational counseling

services~and

It filled the gap left

by

organized parent discussion groups.

the passing of the National Committee on Parent

Education by providing professional leadership in parent education
through its publications (Auerback, 1968; CSAA, 1959),
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Community Level
Public and private parent programs exist in great number with the
widespread commercial attempts of the post-war era. A study done by the
National Educational Association of the adult education programs of
junior colleges showed over 7% participation in parent education programs.
In regard to public schools the National Educational Association sample
survey stated that of all urban public schools in the U.S., 32%
provided some type of parent education.(N.E.A., 1962).

Recent legis-

lation in California has made family life education for adolescents
mandatory with an accent on parent education (California Department of
Education, 1973).
Specific educational methods, such as the Montessori approach to
11

auto-education,

11

encompassed parent education as part of their system.

Montessori aimed to insure the normal development of the whole pers-onality
of the child, his physical and emotional faculties as well as his intellectual powers.

Montessori •s initial

publications were written as a

guide and explanation to parents on child development. The basic philosophy contended that the child learns from the moment he enters the world;
the child has an.innate urge to learn.

In creating her Children\s

House, Montessori endeavored to establish an environment in which this
urge could be nurtured and protected. This endeavor was reflected in
her numerous pubiications listing examples and specific recommendations
to parents (Montessori, 1930).
Finally, there are a number of independent organizations which
operate at the community level. Some are public service agencies, others

23

are religious organizations.

The majority of community based facilities

which focus on family needs offer some type of parent education (Brim,
1959.; Stendler, 1950; Sunley, 19551.

Three general methods have been employed in parent education; namely,
mass medta, counseling, and group discussion.

Auerbach (1968) suggested

that group educational activities fall in the middle spectrum between the
information-giving projects of tfie mass media on the one end and the
education-oriented counseling and therapy on the other.

The choice of

the method for parent education is interrelated with the goals, the
content, the clientele, and the philosophy of parent education (Brim, 1959;
Sunl ey, 1955).
Mass Media
Included in this category are television, films, radio, books,
pamphlets, magazines and lectures.

Hereford (1963) contended that "the

major portion of parent information is offered through magazine articles
and pamphlets." On the other hand Brim (1959) made certain tentative
conclusions about where parents get information outside their own
families:

reading material and lists, nurses, pediatricians, lectures,

and study groups are primary sources.

He could find no studies on the

educational influence of television, radio,or films as an approach to
parent education.

But Bronfenbrenner (1970) pointed out that films and

television have had a decided influence on relationships and behavior,
affecting the parent-child relationship as well as behavior within the
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family.
Admitting that the research of Auerbach (1954,

1963)~

Cantor (1951),

and Kawin (1952) was inconclusive on the subject, both Brim (1959) and
Hereford (1963) stated that the influence of the mass media on parental
behavior had been negligible. Bronfenbrenner (1970) allowed that Brim
(1959) was probably correct, but contended that over many years changes
recommended by parent educators were gradually adopted.

Bronfenbrenner's

theory appeared to be reinforced by Kell &Abdous (1965) who showed that
older mothers were more strict than younger mothers, and that there was
a decidedly different approach to child-rearing between grandmothers and
granddaughters.

If Hereford was correct in stating that the most common

medium is the printed word rather than classes or groups, the printed
form of mass.media would seem to be influential in changing attitudes
over time.

In recent years the record sales of such books as Baby and

Child Care and its numerous revisions (Spack, 1957, 1968), and Between
Parent and Child and Between Parent and Teenager (Ginott, 1965; 1969),
demonstrated the impact that books have had on the promotion of parent
education.
Unfortunately, television and radio supply information without participation.

Worse, these media tend to advise rather than educate, rarely

allowing individual choice based on contrasting evidence (Hereford, 1963).
Too often, the media present theories from a single point of view, a view
which may not pertain to the viewing parent.

The general effect has been

to make many parents self-conscious about their child-rearing practices,
with positive and negative results (Pickarts & Fargo~ 1971),
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Auerbach (1968) suggested that television may have a 11 cumulative 11
effect on parents which was· not measurab 1e by eva 1uating_ a s_i ngl e pro_gram.
However, he also labeled the mass media as a broadside approach and
pointed out that the often contrasting information reflected disagreement
among leaders in the profession.
Brim concluded from a review of the research on the influence of
reading material on parental behavior that the majority of parents who
read such material were likely to be middle class or above, urban and
90% women (1959).
Those studies of mass media effects that have been done indicate
little immediate behavioral change on adults but some change over several
generations (Bandura, 1965).

In contrast to the limited behavior changes

seen in adults resulting from mass media, educational T.V. has been shown
to have considerable effects on the attitudes and behavior of the young.
Exposure to programs such as 11 Sesame Street 11 and 11 Mister Roger's
Neighborhood 11 seems to increase self-control, sharing, and cooperation
(Friedrick &Stein, 1975; Stein & Bryan, 1972; Stein & Friedrick,
1972; Walters, Leat &Mezei. 1963; Sproull, 1973; Prawat & Prawat,
1975; Gorn, Golberg & Kanungo, 1976).

It would appear that mass media

affects adults and children;· because of the passive nature of mass media,
it appears that its viewers are less motivated and less interested
than those who seek out a more direct organized delivery system.
Individual Counseling
A study in a Baltimore well-baby clinic showed that mothers
receiving counseling at least three times a year changed toward more
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satisfactory behavior in 88 out of 100 cases compared to no change in
the contra 1 group.

In another study done with feeding P'('Ob l_ems, _8 pa_rti- _

cipants in the counseling sessions adopted the recommended practice, 16
made an attempt but rejected it later, and 26 made no attempt (Brim,
1959; Pickarts & Fargo, 1971). Although inconclusive, these

s~udies

gave

some indication of the difficulty of changing parental attitudes and
behaviors.
The research in counseling has dealt with the distinction between
therapeutic counseling and educational counseling.

Individual educational

counseling has been seen as providing the parent with a personal way of
obtaining information and assistance, usually centered around a task or
topic. Using counseling as a form of parent education should include
educational and therapeutic advantages providing the parent with motivation and involvement(Auerbach, 1968).

Ideally, counseling in the

framework of parent education should disseminate information which would
enlighten both groups involved in the parent-child relationship (Korsch,
1952; McClure, 1956; Flent & Deloach, 1975; Borstelmann, 1969; Felman,
Byalick &Rosedale, 1975; o•connell, 1975).
Bracher (1975) stated that when using parent education as the focus
of a parent therapeutic group one assumes that the parents can teach
each other more than a therapist could.

He feels that parents accomplish

more as a group by sharing problems and lending support than had been
seen in their previous experiences.
Discussion Groups
Group discussion has been used as a form of parent education.

The
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concept of group discussions encompasses a wide range of activities,
including such diverse forms as didactic lectures and shared information
or discussion groups. The CSAA along with the PTA have been long-time
sponsors of parent discussion groups with established outlines for study,
making groups the center of many parent education programs (Pickarts

&Fargo, 1971). The National Congress of Parents (1964) reported that
the role which lay leadership took in an educational program was usually
consistent with the kind of training they had received.

They used

group discussion as a form of parent education because it had the greatest
potential for guided interaction that nurtured learning and was the most
appropriate form for increasing parental competence and for effective
adult learning.

Some benefits and advantages of the parent discussion

group were the supportive factor; .the mutual sharing of knowledge,
concerns, and experiences; the enlargement of the scope of learning; and
the opportunities for self-expression, for building confidence, and for
developing new methods and skills as parents (Auerbach, 1968; Pickarts &
Fargo, 1971).
Among methods studied, discussion groups were the most conducive
toward achieving attitudinal and behavioral changes in the parents.

In

a study of over 1,000 parents who participated in group discussions,
there was a significant change in parental behavior as self-reported in
interview and a change in the children as reported by the teachers.
Attitudinal changes included growth in confidence as parents as well as
mutual trust and acceptance between parent and child.

In all of these.

categories, the differences were statistically significant at the .05
level.

Teachers reported that children of parents who participated in the
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program showed more acceptance by their peers than did children in the
control groups (Hereford, 1963}. The discussion program consisted of
-

-

-

six two-hour sessions with an agenda made up by the parents; the groups
were led by trained non-professionals.
In a study of 1,600 parents who also participated in discussion
groups, the greatest improvement was seen in new knowledge and least seen
in new behavior.

However, Neubauer (1953); Shapiro (1954); Daniels

(1957); Hereford (1963); Auerbach (1968) all concur in their reviews on
parent discussion groups, all indicating self-reported growth in a
positive direction coupled with a positive attitude toward developing
child-parent relationships.

Citing two studies (Cantor, 1951, Bennett,

1955) where the lecture method was contrasted to the discussion group
technique, he concluded that the discussion technique effected more change
in attitudes and behavior than did lectures.

Even leaderless discussion

groups showed more improvement than groups lectured by an expert.
Herefordts (1963) study confirmed these results.
Leadership roles.

There is a longstanding, unresolved controversy

within parent discussion groups of lay versus professional leadership
(Auerbach &Goller, 1958; Neubauer, 1953).

Such group leadership often

ranges from the expert type to the moderator who balances participation.
It ranges also from the task-oriented type with a course outline to the
leader who sees the introduction of any content as an imposition.

Often

the professional or expert approach has a guilt producing or repelling
effect and does not enable parents to become more autonomous, creative,
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or spontaneous.

A lay leader with no more knowledge than the group

members makes for interaction but perhaps not education (CSAA, 1965}.
-

There appear to be two leadership skills which are fundamental to keep
the group "task orientated," first, working toward an agreed agenda:
and second, the ability to allow the group to run freely," according to
11

the members' interests (Brim, 1959; Shapiro, 1956). Seemingly, the ideal
group leadership, lay or professional, lies between the didactic and the
group management approaches.
Task Orientated versus free discussion.

An observation of the task

orientation versus free discussion contrast was seen in research on types
of leadership in studies of small groups (Hare, Borgatta & Bales, 1956;
Parssons, Talcott & Bales, 1955). This research showed group leaders
developing naturally, unrecognized to themselves, and adopting either
11

task oriented" or "free flowing positions. One leader kept the group
11

oriented toward the task and the other attended to the emotional or
expressive concerns of group members and helped to maintain morale and
personal satisfaction. The implications for parent education were these:
the contrasting roles which have been advocated for the parent group
leaders, namely permitting the group a wide range of topics of their
choice and holding the group to the task, correspond to .the::two leadership skills discovered in experimental small group studies.

But in

parent education there is usually only one leader and he/she must assume
both roles (Daniels, 1957; Auerbach, 1958).
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Attitudes and Attitudinal Change
Despite extensive research on attitudes, there is no consensus on
what is meant by them.

Bandura (1969) considered the concept ambiguous.

He saw it as something inferred only from various forms of overt behavior
rather than an indication of something internal able to influence and
regulate external behavior. Attitudes involved internalized tendencies
of acceptance or rejection toward more specific objects of reference
with some kind of affective response toward the involved object.
~~agner

(1969) defined attitude in a similar way as 11 a disposition to

behave in a particular way toward a given object."
Attitudes~

according to Travers (1972), develop in early childhood

from learning related to approach and avoidance tendencies with certain
objects. Social psychologists generally agree that attitudes are fm·med
in primary groups and, to support attitudinal change, new primary groups
must be formed (Lewis, 1958). Hereford (1965) considered change,
. involving the attitudes and feelings of the parents, to be the responsibility of the individual parent; however, parent education groups made
provision of the conditions for attaining attitudinal and behavioral
change one of their goals.

The focus was on the method, not on the con-.

tent. The problem was the use of self-assessed attitudinal instruments
with no measures on the actual changes in behavior on the part of both
parents and their children. This process assumed the behavior change
would follow the reported change in attitude, but the evidence was meager
in support of this assumed chain of events (Pickarts &

Fargo~

1971}.
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Approaches to Change
Ban dura (1969) discussed three general approaches,_ e111pl oyed ej ther _
singly or in various combinations, to induce attitudinal changes.

The

first was the informational approach which attempted to alter beliefs
about the attitude object through new information in various forms of
persuasive communication. Behavioral change brought about through the
belief or information-oriented approach to attitudinal change may have
a temporary effect on the advocated

behavior~

but lasting behavioral

effects might be doubtful without adequate consequences and favorable
incentives.

Factual information alone did not necessarily lead to

attitudinal change and to behavioral change, but the difficulty was to
translate factual information into appropriate parental attitudes and
behavior (Pickarts &Fargo, 1971).
The second approach was one of persuasive techniques which were
widely used in the mass media through verbal and pictorial devices
(Bandura, 1969). Studies attempting to isolate the conditions under
which this communication has a maximum effect have investigated three
variables extensively. One was the communicator for whom expertness,
prestige, and creditability were prime factors.

Another

~Jas

the communi-

cation itself in which the form, the organization and the presenting
arguments were central.

Yet another was the recipient for whom intel-

ligence, commitment, and pre-existing attitudes were key considerations
(Travers, 1972).

The research showed that one of the three variables

existed in each of the participants however the degree to which the idea
was accepted d·id not support any one variable as being significant
(Gagne, 1977).
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In a study by Kelman (1965) related to motivation for change that was
inherent in the process of attitudinal change, three models of change
were noted among individuals:

(a) compliance, doing what the change

agent, as an authority figure wanted; (b) identification--the change agent
was seen as a desirable model; and (c) internalization--the acceptance of
influence as congruent with one's value system.

Kelman found that the

first and second levels of the process of attitudinal change were not
as desirable as the third.

Kelman noted a return of previous existing

values over a period of time and hypothesized that the absence of an
attitudinal model caused the return.

Internalization appeared to be the

most effective model and would be the most desirable in parent education
(Pickarts &Fargo, 1971).
The third approach suggested by Bandura was the affect-oriented
approach, which attempted to bring about attitudinal changes by altering
the affect or emotional properties of the attitude object.

Emotional

changes were typically achieved through procedures based on the principles
of classical conditioning (Bandura, 1969, 1971). The process of altering
attitudes through behavioral changes was attributed to striving for cognitive consistency, to responding to generalization toward the selfpersuasiveness of counter-attitudinal behaviors, and to undergoing new
experiential consequences resulting from the obtained behavioral change.
The conflict studies of Cooper &Jahoda (1947), Kenall &Wolf (1949),
however, yield conflicting results.

Consequently, the precise conditions

under which the induced discrepant behaviors will have the greatest effect
on attitude change remains uncertain (Bandura, 1969).
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Although there are a variety of theories on attitudinal change, the
cognitive consistency models have received the most attention and research, especially the dissonance theory of Festinger.

In these theories,

correlated change between attitudes and behavior was the result of a
drive to maintain consistency among beliefs, feelings, and actions. A
change in any one of these precipitated and motivated corresponding
changes in the others.

In the dissonance theory of

Festinger~

dissonance

was considered necessary for attitudinal change (Festinger# 1957),

In

the dissonance model the behavior-oriented approach was employed most
often to bring about attitudinal change (Bandura, 1969). Auerbach (1968)
indicated that most parents came to parent education class because of a
crisis in the family or because of changes in society and its structure?
giving some support to Festinger•s theory.
Marathon group experiences. The following studies investigated the
.impact of the marathon encounter group on self-reported attitudinal
shifts.

Kilmann &Auerbach (1974) found that female college volunteers

who participated in a 16 hour marathon reflected significantly greater
identification with pro•feminist attitudes when compared with control
subjects; these changes were maintained in a 5 week follow-up.

Parti-

cipants in a second marathon group, conducted by different leaders using
a similar treatment plan, failed to show a significant shift in profeminist attitudes.

These results were presumably attributed, at least

in part, to the fact that subjects in the second group rated the group
climate significantly lower on levels of closeness, trust,and confidence
than did subjects in the first group.

Because participant ratings of

the leaders were not obtained, no statement can be made of a different
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leader effect across the two groups.
In a related study, Follingstad, Killmann,& Robinson (1974) found
that two 16 hour marathon groups each conducted by the same leader and
composed of male college students facilitated a significantly greater
identification with pro .. feminist attitudes in experimental subjects in
comparison with a control male sample. The findings remained significant
at the 4 week follow-up.
Hull (1970) found that American college students in a three weekend
encounter group, each composed of 10 American and 3 international stu ..
dents, reflected increased self-reported worldly-mindedness which was
maintained at the 5 week follow-up.

By contrast, worldly ..m.indedness did

not change significantly in the exclusively American encounter group,
which served as a treatment control
control group.

condition~

or in the

no~treatment

Statistical contrast between the· experimental and the no-

treatment control group sign_ificantly favored the former.

However,

comparisons made between the experimental and the treatment control group
and between the treatment control group with the no .. treatment control
group were not

significant~

These results illustrated the importance of

including a treatment control condition in the design and restricted the
generalizations of the studies by Kilmann et. al. (1974); Follingstad
et al. {1974), both of which did not include a treatment control group
for comparison.

A further control in Hull's study was that the leaders

were led to believe that the research focus was on the international
students in the groups rather than on the American students.

It should

be noted that a methodological weakness in these last three studies is
that behavioral ratings of the subjects from observers or significant
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others were not obtained. Thus, there is no evidence that the self-

-

reported attitudinal changes were manifested in the subjects' social
interactions.
Marathon encounters are not necessarily more effective than traditional groups.

Sutherland (1973) found no significant difference on

measures of self-esteem, defensive

behavior~

or general emotional in-

volvement between traditional versus marathon groups. Another study
(King,

Payne~

& Mclntyre·.l973) showed greater change in marathon groups

but pre-testing revealed higher self-acceptance scores in the experiment.al
than the control traditional groups.

Shapiro (1971) found that partici-

pants in the traditional group meeting twice weekly for 2 hours for 4
weeks and a total of 18 hours, reported a significantly greater frequency
of positive feelings and intermember attraction than subjects in an 18
hour marathon who reported a significantly greater intensity of negative
feelings.
Long range group·experiences.

In reviewing the effects·of a long

range study on traditional group therapy, Malan,

Balfour~

Hood,& Shooter

(1976) reported on 42 randomly selected patients who were interviewed 2
to 14 years after termination of group therapy.

In summarizing the long

range study, the investigators concluded that the patients who expressed
positive feelings about group experiences after a period of time were
rare and that any measurable behavioral changes were not noted,
The studies reviewed show a general direction as to the assessment of
the time extended group. The overall findings do not provide even modest
support for any lasting general effects, The immediate group effects? if
any, seem to be temporary.

Due to the failure of investigators to specify
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crtttcal components of experi:roenta 1 des.1gn ~ the

~.now:ledge

is still

defi:ctent r.egardi:ng tlte most functional rel ations!Hps fie tween time,
sub.jects, leaders- and treatment, wfitch would naturally preclude the
prediction of successful group outcomes-.
Volunteer ·versus· Non.;.\1oluntee.r ·Subjects
Many psychological and sociological studies have Been made of
volunteer suBjects. Waters (l9:69.} reviewed research deali-ng with differences
oetween respondents and non-respondents to matled questionnaires.

He

found that s·uch research has gene.rally reported respondents to oe more
ego-involved in the area investtgated by the questionnaire, more intelligent,
more articulate, oetter educated, and more likely to Be members of medium
income groups than non-respondents.

Questionnaire respondents do not, of

course, constitute a category identical with volunteers for a psychological
experiment nor are non-respondents equivalent to non-volunteers.

The

problem of differences between those who do and do not respond to mailed
questionnaires: is

however, parallel to that of differences between those

who do and do not volunteer for an experiment (Waters, 1969}. Wallin
(J949) reported that engaged couples who volunteered for a study of
factors associated with future marital success differed significantly
(£ <..05} from oath non-volunteers and the total sample of volunteers and

non .. volunteers in likelin.ood of a successful marriage.
In a study of visuo-motor conflict learning, Bower (1948) reported
that volunteers made fewer errors than non-volunteers, and took more time
i.n two out of three experimental tasks.

Kinsey found that male volunteers
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for i-nterviews in the area of sexual. behavior reported a greater
frequency of total sexual outlet, and of all individual outlets except
nocturnal emission than male-nonvolunteers.

As reasons for these

differences, Kinsey hypothesized that volunteers may have been more· active
and aggressive, more cooperative in response to the survey, less inhibited
sexually, and possibly less likely to have had socially taboo items in
their past histories (Kinsey, 1953}. Maslow (1952) reported that female
volunteers for an inquiry into sexual attitudes and behavior scored
higher than .non-volunteers on dominance rating, had more sexual experience
prior to marriage, and were far less likely to have attitudes of rejection
toward sexuality.
Rosen reviewed research dealing with volunteers/non-volunteers and
concluded that using volunteers affected the results of the studies,
although the direction of effect was a function of the specific study as
well as of general differences between volunteers and non-volunteers.
Rosen also stated that a random non-volunteer sample is always preferable,
but for certain studies, e.g., many clinical inquiries, dependence on
highly cooperative volunteers seems inevitable.

His results indicated

· that such volunteers may constitute specialized groups, differing from the
general population in somewhat predictable ways (Rosen, 1951).
Martin & Marcuse (1957) in evaluating personality characteristics
of volunteers and non-volunteers found significant differences on
personality variables.

They concluded that there were differences

associated with different types of volunteering situations and that
generalizations made from biased samples can obviously be misleading.
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They stated that the practice of using volunteers probably owes its wide
application to matters of expediency but should be evaluated in examining
research results.
Rosnow &Suls (1970) compared volunteers and non-volunteers to
qualify the assertion that when pretest measures exert influence in
attitude research the effect is to produce a Type II error.

Their find-

ings suggested that the directionality of the effect of pretesting on
subjects• reactions to a one-sided communication in an attitude-change
experiment may be largely predicated upon their original willingness or
unwillingness to participate as a research subject. They reported that
their pretested volunteer subjects were consistently more accommodating
and pre-tested non-volunteers were consistently less accommodating in
terms of wi 11 ingness to report attitudes (£.

< , 05).

They cone 1uded that

using a before and after design may lead the experimenter to overestimate
the attitudinal effects of unqualified persuasive comnunication when the
subjects are volunteer types and to underestimate the effects when the
subjects are true non-volunteers.
In summary, the collective findings of the volunteer versus nonvolunteer studies gave some support for bias effect in using volunteer
subjects.

A common methodological shortcoming in this research was the

-

lack of background information on subjects who do volunteer.
Couples versus Singles and Attitude Change
Recent research has increasingly recognized that drastic changes are
rarely made in isolation.

Bakker (1975} felt that this condition led to
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the introductton of family therapy in its various forms or; group therapy.
After review'ing the PET literature for information on attitudes in
couples or singles taking the training, Haney (1973} and Thompson (1970)
reported that they found parents taking the trai'ning together showed more
gain on the PASS (£ <; .05) than parents who took the training separately.
Garcia (1971) concurred with this finding by stating that as a preventive
program, PET.had its greatest effect on intact couples.
less significant gains for single parents.

He reported

Along the same lines, Haynes

(1972) conducted a PET study with mothers only and reported an improvement in attitudes toward child rearing (£ <.01).

She felt that the

PET model was effective because its participants had a strong identification to the group.

Specific behaviors were identified, relearned, and

reinforced by the group.

Although no long term .follow-up was reported,

her results agreed with Bandura's (1969) concept of attitude change.
However, Gordon (1967) stated that his no-lose method is effective
if used consistently by one parent or by both.

He felt that his program

was an effective model and taught the other parent useful parenting
skills by example.

It appears that the research on couple and singles

in relationship to attitude change has been limited.

Research relating

to PET has dealt chiefly with couple/single status as a

secondar~

variable and reported the findings in conjunction with treatment effects.
Gordon feels his PET model is equally effectively used by either sing'les
or couples; the disagreement between his position and cited research
appears to be evident.
research.

This disagreement raises questions for further

40

Pretesting in Attitude Research
When opinion questionnaires are employed as before and after

mea~

sures in attitude change studies, it is plausible that the pretest
questionnaire may sensitize the subject so that he responds differently
to the treatment than he would otherwise react if there were no pretest.
Pretesting may enhance receptivity by providing an introductory summary
of the communication (McGuire, 1969}.

However, Hovland, Lumsdaine, &

Sheffield (1949), Orne (1962, i969), ai'Jd Rosnow (1968, 1970) hypothesized
that pretests may simply cue respondents about the manipulatory character
of attitude-change research and that whether or not they then actually
comply with this demand characteristic will depend on their willingness
to play the role of "good subject. 11
In contrast to this conclusion the following studies are consistent
in demonstrating no appreciable systematic effects of

pre~testing

(Lana 1

1969; Lana & Rosnow, 1968) or a moderate dampening effect (Brooks, 1966;

Lana, 1964, 1966; Nosanchuck &Marchak, 1969; Pauling & Lana~ 1969).

In

summarizing the above body of research in a review, Lana (1969) concluded
that when pretest measures exert any influence at all in attitude
research, the effect is to produce a Type II

error~

which he feels is

more tolerant to most psychological researchers than is a Type I error,
Rosnow &Suls (1970) concurred with Lana (1969} in agreeing that
the systematic effect of the difference in before and after attitude
experiments may be to increase the probability of Type I errors when the
subjects are willing participants and to promote Type II erro-rs when
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the subjects have the characteristics of non-vo 1unteers..

Rosnow &

-

-

-

Suls (19.70) also concluded that the results from their study raised the
possibii i ty that pretesting may have the capacity to distort the relationships that emerge between independent and dependent variables in attitude
change studies.
In summary, the discussion of studies dealing with the effect of pretesting demonstrate that the effect varies with subjects.

The studies

(e.g., Rosnow & Suls, 1970; Lana, 1969) raise a considerable question
as to pretesting effects based on the use of volunteers versus nonvolunteers and the differential results obtained because of their
willingness or unwillingness to report attitudes.
Principles of Parent Effectiveness Training (PET)
Gordon (1970) developed a theory which was applicable to all human
relationships, and then designed a specific program of parent effectiveness
training based on it.

Unique to Gordon's theory and program were the

consideration of a power differential, the inevitability of conflicts,
and conflict resolution.
Gordon's theory of healthy relationships consisted of a set of
principles or requirements for the power relationship or for both persons
in an egalitarian relationship!
1.

Genutnely accepting the other person and his behavior. _

2.

Demonstrating and communicating acceptance in ways that the
other person perceives.

3.

r~odifying

self, or modifying the environment, or influencing
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the other to modify his own behavior or himself.
4.
. 5.
6.

Becoming aware of genuinely nonaccepting feelings .
Communicating accepting feelings honestly and congruently.
Communicating unaccepting feelings nonevaluatively in the least
possible threatening way to the other.

7.

Refusing to use power or give in to the other's use·of power
in conflict resolution when efforts have failed to lessen
nonacceptance and to increase· acceptance.

8.

Resolving conflicts by a "no lose" method involving a mutual
search for an acceptable solution.

From this theory Gordon developed his program to include four major
skill areas to assist parents in the development of attitudes, behavior,
and communication helpful in parent-child relationships with. emphasis
on both effective and ineffective forms in each area.

The four major

skill areas were listening, confronting, problem solving, and values
collision.
PET employs an integrative approach to attitudinal and behavioral
change.

The program attempts to increase parental self-acceptance and

acceptance of the child and to engender attitudinal and behavioral changes
in areas of the parent-child relationship such as confidence, understanding, trust, respect, honesty, and openness.
parent-group education begun in 1962.

PET is a special kind of

It consists of eight

week sessions conducted by a licensed instructor.

three~hour

per

PET, a low··cost pre-

ventive program, is a laboratory or workshop type of experience designed
to facilitate a change in parental attitudes as well as to teach
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specific skills and methods for implementing "!;hose attit_udes throug_h_the _
use of a variety of pedagogical methods such as lectures, role playing,
discussions, readings, demonstrations, tape recordings, practice of
skills, and homework assignment from a workbook (Gordon, 1970).
PET differs in a number of ways from other parent education classes
and parent study groups.

It is a parent-centered approach, in that

the focus is directed toward the parent, the person with power in the
relationship, as the significant way of changing the relationship.
Method-oriented rather than solution-oriented, its approach to parent
education develops skills that are applicable to various parent-child
problems for all ages.

Designed to be an educational and preventive

approach rather than a therapeutic or treatment program in modifying
the adult-child relationship, PET uses the group in achieving attitudinal
and behavioral change.
PET is readily available to many different communities with an
ever-increasing number of licensed instructors throughout the country
and offers ideas and methods easily understood by parents irrespective
of their educational level.

Finally, Gordon's program is unique in

its approach to parent-child conflict resolution and discipline.

This

approach was described as the "no lose" or democratic method of conflict
resolution with an absence of authoritarian and permissive approaches.
PET is built on the concept of humanist psychology which assumed
that the growth of a person, infant, child, or adult was best attained in
an environment of warmth, acceptance, and personal freedom (Gordon, 1972).
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In the parent-child relationship the burden for creating such an
-

-

-

-

-

--

-

-

-

environment fell on the parent who could do the most for the child in
fostering growth

(Gordon~

19.70 1.

The theory and program of PET, making acceptance and the language
of acceptance fundamental,

is designed to help the parent as much as

possible because of the therapeutic and growth value of acceptance for
the child.

This acceptance of the other and his behavior varies continually

depending on the environment, where the behavior occurs, and on the
accepting person

himself~

Acceptance is never unconditional, and this is

an area where Gordon (1972) differed with Rogerian principles.
In summary, PET is a special kind of parent group education with
a thrust toward increasing acceptance and lessening nonacceptance in the
parent-child relation.

Gordon developed his theory of parent effective-

ness and out of that a program evolved.

Through a variety of pedagogical

methods the four basic skills of listening, confronting, problem solving,
and va 1ues co 11 is ion were taught with an emphasis on both effective and·
ineffective forms of communicating and relating.
Review of Research Related Directly to Gordon•s Training ProC)ram
Nine studies have been completed on PET; all but one were conducted
in urban settings.

Six of the following studies utilized Hereford•s

Parent Attitude Survey Scale (PASS).

Four of the studies reported

evaluations using Schaefer•s Children•s Report·of Parental Behavior
Inventory (CRPBI), and one study reported findings using Rokeach's
Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale}, Form E.

There was no PET research which

reported findings on the Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale

45
(DESBR-Scale}. There is also no report of PET research reported on a
-

-

-

non-volunteer population.
One study (Stearn, 1970) determined whether PET would enhance .
communication between parent and child as evidenced by changes in attitudes perceived by the child. The study included an experimental group
of 18 parents and 36 children.

The first control group with 15 parents

and 30 children consisted of parent participants at the lecture who afterward expressed an interest in taking a PET course. The second control
group, having 14 parents and 21 children, consisted pf parent participants who after the lecture expressed no interest in taking a PET course.
The Levinson-Huffman test on the Traditional Family Ideology was administered to all parents in the

experi~ental

and control groups initially,

and on the 8th and 14th weeks after initiating the program. This instrument was used to measure parental adherence to traditional or autocratic
versus democratic attitudes in family living.

The Coopersmith Self-

Esteem InventorY- and the Barrett-Lennard Relationship Inventory were
administered by parents of both the experimental and control groups to
their children initially and on the 8th and 14th .weeks after beginning
the study.

Parents participating in the PET program were significantly

(e.< .05) more democratic in their attitudes toward the family on the

14th week after the beginning of the course than parents in either of the
control groups.

The study recommended further resear·ch on PET.

The purpose of the next study (Lillibridge, 1971) was to evaluate
the effectiveness of PET

by

measuring changes in parents• self-assessed

attitudes and in the children's perceptions of the parents.

There were

21 parents and 18 children in the experimental group, 22 parents and their
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21 children constituted one control group, and 26 parents and-ll

chi~dren

constituted the other control group. All parents were randomly selected.
Hereford's PASS, measuring the five variables of confidence, causation,
acceptance, understanding,and trust, was administered to everyone in the
experimental and control groups at the beginning of and the end of the
PET course. Schaefer's CRPBI measuring the variables of acceptance of
individuation, rejection, acceptance,and hostile detachment, was

adminis~

tered to all children of the three groups at the beginning of and the
conclusion of the PET course.
Lillibridge reporteq differences only with the experimental group.
The results of the data showed that parents who participated in the PET
program improved significantly (£

<

.05) in their overall attitudes

toward their children. Specifically, PET parents improved significantly
on three of the five variables on the PASS:
themselves as parents (£

(£

<

<

parents' confidence in

.05); parents' trust in the children

.01); and parents' acceptance of their children (£

<

.05).

Children

of parents who participated in the PET course showed significant gains
on three of the four variables measured by the CRPBI. The children
perceived their parents after the PET course to be more accepting of them
(£ < .01).

Lillibridge recommended further studies of a longer duration,

of children categorized by age, and of lower socio-economic and rninority
groups.
A project with the focus of building stronger family relationships
was camp 1eted in 1969-1970 (L~.rson, 1973). The purpose was to study the
effectiveness of three different small group approaches in bringing about
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changes in family members' attitudes, behavior, and_ CO!J!munication sk_ills.
The three group approaches were: Achievement Motivation Program, Parent
Effectiveness Training, and Discussion Encounter Groups.

Each approach

was used with three different groups of parents in fall 1969, in winter
1970, and in spring 1970. Each group met for 24 hours for three hours
per week over an eight-week period.
cluded 109 parents.

The total sample of all groups in-

Different instruments including self-report logs

were administered to the fall, winter,and spring groups without any
statistical methods being employed on the data in some instances.

Control

groups were used for the fall sessions.
Of interest to this thesis were the results from the winter groups
to whom Hereford's PASS was administered.
changed significantly (£

<

Parents in the PET group

.05) in confidence, causation, understanding,

acceptance,and trust as measured by the PASS.

The Achievement Motivation

Group showed the greatest gains in understanding, but not in the other
four areas.

The Discussion Encounter Group showed little improvement in

the variables measured by the PASS.

Larson {1972) concluded that over-

all in the completed project "Parent Effectiveness Training appears to be
superior to other methods of group work for parents studied here.'·'
Larson recommended that follow-up studies be conducted to measure longrange attitude and behavior changes resulting from exposure to each
approach.
Another study determined the effectiveness of PET as a preventive
program (Garcia, 1971).

It also utilized the PASS at the beginning and

at the conclusion of the PET course.

The sample consisted of 33 parents
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with no control group. Significant results
of the variables measured by the PASS.

~£.

< .05) were found on

thre~

Parents participating in the PET

course were found to have greater confidence, understanding,and trust.
Garcia expressed some concern with the small sample size and the lack of
time needed for extended research.
A master's thesis study on PET administered Schaefer and Bell's
Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) to 39 parents involved in the
course and the CRPBI to 35 junior high students of parents attending the
course (Petersen, 1971). The instruments were used at the beginning and
the conclusion of the course. There was no control group in the study.
The parents showed significant change (.E.< .02) on all variables
measured by the PARI.· PET parents were less authoritarian, more tolerant
to problem solving with their children, more willing to listen, and more
accepting of conflicts. Their children showed significant change
(£ < .05) on five of the variables measured.

The same children perceived

their parents to be significantly higher on acceptance, positive involvement, and acceptance of individuation and significantly lower in hostile
detachment and extreme autonomy.
In 1973, Hanley reported a study that included two treatment groups
and a control group.

Hanley gathered data for both statistical analysis

and for phenomenological study in evaluating the effect of two group
approaches, PET and a six-week family class, Family Enrichment Program.
The experimental and control groups consisted of equal sample sizes
of 25 parents.

The PASS was administered to parents in all groups

initially and on the 14th week after initiating the treatments.

Parents
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also completed a parent concerns checklist, self-report logs, and
evaluation sheets.

Finally, random interviews were conducted with

parents in each group.

No differences were found with any of the groups

. of children to whom the CRPBI was administered. Significant changes
(~ <

.05) were reported solely with the PET group and only on the

variables of acceptance and understanding as measured by the PASS.

On

the other variables the PET parents also indicated a direction toward
an increase in trust, confidence, and causation.

Hanley concluded

that the self-report data confirmed the statistical findings; he
recommended further studies on PET using different instrumentation,
comparing PET and other intensive group approaches, further post-testing
of past PET participants, and researching the effect of PET on minority
groups.
In a study dealing with concurrently teaching seven PET skills to
parents with learning handicapped children, Andelin (1975) evaluated
52 parents and 35 students using Hereford's PASS, Schaefer's CRPBT and
the Coopersmith Self.. Concept Inventory.

Andelin reported that the

'experimental group of parents showed an increase on the confidence scale
and their children an increase in hostile detachment.

The results seemed

to indicate that teaching PET principles was desirable from the point of
view of the parents but not from the children.
Haynes (1972) reported a study on altering parental attitudes toward
child-rearing using PET principles.

The results of evaluating eighty

mothers on Hereford's PASS indicated that PET improved parenta'l attitudes
toward child-rearing. The study supported the concept that PET was
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effe.cttve. oe.cause partictpants IJ.ad a s.tro_ng i.dentifi.cati.on with the
-

-

. group and spe.cific bafiavtors were. relearned and practiced.

The parents

acted out new ideas and were positfvely reinforced for doing so.

Many

of the.se points· seemed to support Ban dura (19691 on attitude change.
tn a comparatiVe analysis of the effectiveness of vernal rei:nforcement through group couns·eling and PET on potent tal dropouts, Miles
(1974) reported that (11 PET is effective in reducing the inappropriate

befiavior of students, (2) PET exhifiited changes in self-appraisal, and
(3). PET was effective in improving the attitude of students toward
parents·.

The aliove results were found si gni fi cant on the Se 1f;;,Concept

Scale, Teacher

Behavior'Ratih~1~ale

and

Pa~ent·AttitOde:se~antic

Di"fferenti a1 •
The relationship of PET to changes in parents' self-assessed attitudes
and behavior in a rural population was reported by Schmitz (1975).

The

study consisted of 46 subjects, who were randomly assigned to two
different PET groups and two matched control groups, each from rural
communities in South Dakota.

Instruments administered on a pre- and

post-test oasis were the Hereford PASS and Rokeach's D-Scale, Form E.
Results of analysis of covariance showed the following differential
changes:

(a) an overall significance on the PASS, (b) significance

of the va ri:aD.l es of causation and trust on that same sea 1e, (c) a
significant difference on the variables Authoritarianism, Dogmatism,and
Closed-Mindedness as measured D.y the 0-Scale.

Schmitz ()975) concluded

that PET changed participants' attitudes and conftrmed changes reported
in previous studi'es on non-rura 1 populations.
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rn

summar,y~

all nine. of tb.e studies. reviewed here reported
'

signifi~
'

cant cflanges on a numfier of vartafl.l e.s. resul ttng from pre .... and postmeasurement of parents participating tn PET courses.

Toe results of

five of the six studfes using the PASS reported significant changes on
the variables of confidence, acceptance,
PET

parttcipants~

understanding~

and trust in

out in-only one study was significant change reported

on the varialile of causation.

Four of ttie studfes utilized instrumenta ..

tion with children whose parents were a part of the research project.
Of the four studies employing the use of the CRPBI, significant results
were reported in two of the studies.

Finally~

from this survey of

studies, a continuing need seemed to remain for further research on
PET, and a11 the authors of the studies reviewed here have recommended
that such studies tie undertaken.
Summary
Although parent education has a long history in the United States,
the scientific research on its effectiveness is rather recent.

Three

general methods have been employed in parent education: mass media,
individual counseling, and parent group education.

Although the research

on the effectiveness of the three methods is limited, the discussion
group and parent group education forms of parent education have advantages
that counseling and the mass media do not have.
PET is a program which has as its goal attitudinal and behavioral
change.

Despi'te extensive research on attitudes and attitudinal change,

the results of researcli on appropriate ways to effect such changes are
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1nconc.l usi:Ye.; a wtde. range of yi_ew.s. and a 1ack of consensus on the
subject continue to exi.st.

Three component elements coalesce or act

independently tn attttudes: cognittve, affective, and action.

Attitudinal

change is often assumed to 1ead to behavfora 1 cfi.ange, out there is
1ittl e evidence to support this assumptton.

The cogn'ftive approach is

most often employed to induce attitudinal change.
PET is a different and more recent kind of parent group education
emphasizing increasing acceptance and lessening nonacceptance in the
parent-child relations·hfp.

Toward that end, through the use of a

variety of educatfon techniques, the four oasfc skills of listening,
confronting, prolilem solving,and values collision are taught.

Although

preliminary research has indicated this approach to parent education is
effective, there is a need for more research evidence to support its
claims.

This study proposes to determine the

effec~s

term and longitudinal measures of PET effectiveness.

in Both short
Along with

assessin~

the main effects of PET, this study will examine the differential
effects of couple/single status and male versus female status on the
effectiveness of PET.

Ch~pter

III

·A study of the Parent Effectiveness Training (PET} program devised
by Gordon (19701 was considered necessary with a rural population for
both short and long term results based on tlie review of previous research;
the differential effects of PET on males and females and those parents
who took the training as couples rather than singly was also included in
the design.

Within this chapter the design and procedure of the study are

specified under five major headings:

Population of the Study, the

Instruments, Data-gathering and Processing Procedures, the Experimental
Design, and Statistical Procedures.
· Population of.the·study
Oakley, California is an unincorporated, predominantly rural town
with a population under 1,500.

Fifteen percent of the population is

Spanish-surnamed, constituting the major minority segment of the community.
Knightsen, which borders Oakley, is smaller with a population of approximately 350.

Both towns adjoin an industrial complex of three major

chemical and research plants.

Fifteen miles away, the closest city is

Antioch with a population of 15,000.

These communities, referred to as

the Delta area of Contra Costa County, are part of the San Joaquin Valley
located 70 miles northeast of San Francisco.

The recent trend of the

middle class moving to small towns has increased the population and
changed the composition to a

rural~suburban
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make-up.
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The Oakley School District has an average daily attendance of 900,
Knightsen averages 350. Sixty parents were randomly chosen_ in ii
sampling technique from the parent roster of the two schools.

~tratit'jed

Each parent

was asked if he/she would participate in a PET program; all those who
agreed were included in the study.

Fi.fteen couples and thirty singles were

randomly selected until the stratification of children's grade level was
filled.

The stratified grade levels were:

K-3 grade; 4-6 grade; 7-8 grade.

\

Among the parents chosen, the experimentals consisted of 2 single males,
18 single females and 10 couples; the controls were made up of 10 single
females and 5 couples.
and 17 males,

The total group of 60 was a composite of 43 females

Ages ranged from 29 to 45 years with a mean of 35.

religious breakdown within the group was;

The

23 Catholics, 16 main-line

~ro

testants, 21 other denominations including fundamentalist Christians and
no-preference choices. All but three males had completed high school; 24
members had up to two years of college; 11 had college degrees.
exceptions, all the families owned their home;
tract homesites, and 37 in the country.

With three

15 lived in town, eight in

It should be noted that even

though the participants were volunteers in the sense that they agreed to participate, they differed. from other volunteer groups in that they were randomly selected from the school rosters and then asked to participate.

Some

who did participate may not have "volunteered" if they had had to take the
initiative and actively apply for the training.
The Instruments
Three sets of instruments were used for data collection;

(1) parent

self-report assessments, (2) teacher assessments of the children, (3) interviews with the children about their parents.
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(\) Parent Assessment
Parents' attitudes toward child rearing were assessed on the Parent
-

Attitude Survey Scale, (PASS).

-

-

-

-

The PASS was de-veloped in 1955. As part

of a research project on parent education, it measured predicted changes
in parent attitudes according to five specific areas of the parent-child
relationship; the treatment involved group discussion and meetings
(Hereford, 1963). The PASS contained 77 statements in which respondents
were asked to mark one of five choices;

"Strongly Agree," "Agree,

11

11

Un-

decided," 11Disagree," "Strongly Disagree." These statements yielded five
different scales.

The extremes of this five point scale were scored

Strongly Agree +2 or Strongly Disagree -2, depending on whether the item
was stated positively or negatively.

Likewise the Agree or Disagree choices

were scored +1 or -1; the Undecided response was scored zero.

The algebraic

sum of the item scores in each area served as the parent's total score for
that attitude area.

Each parent therefore, received five separate scores,

one for each scale.

In general, items were negatively phrased, which re-

sulted in a high frequency of negative number scores from parents agreeing
with the negative direction of the item.
The first scale of the instrument measured Confidence in the parent
i.e., the self-assessed degree of confidence that the parent believes he
has in his competency as a parent.

Causation, the second scale, is

concerned with the interpretation a parent makes of his child's behavior
and the extent to which he involves himself as a causative factor.

Accep-

tance assesses parental acceptance of the child and his behavior, including
the child's feelings, his need for affection and self-expression.

The

fourth scale, Understanding, relates to communication between parent and
child.

Freedom of expression, communication, and joint participation in
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decision-making are among the items included on this scale. The last
scale, Trust, charts the degree of parental acceptance or rejection of the
individuality of the child.
Validity.

Lillibridge (1971) examined the effectiveness of PET by

measuring change in the self-assessed attitudes of 44 parents on
Hereford's PASS.

Lillibridge reported that significant change in attitude

occurred only with the experimental group which received the treatment •
. The results showed that parents who participated in the PET program improved significantly on three of the five PASS variables; their confidence
in themselves as parents (£

.05); trust in the children (£

<

the acceptance of their children (£

<

<

.10); and

.05).

The effects of three different small group approaches in bringing about
change in family members' attitude, behavior and communication was conducted
by Larson (1972).

The program used the PASS with 106 parents.

the PET group changed significantly (£
derstanding, acceptance, and

trust~-all

<

Parents in

.05) in confidence, causation, unfive scales--as measured by the PASS.

PET as a preventive program was studied with 33 parents.

In using

the PASS at the beginning and the conclusion of the PET course, Garcia
(1971) reported significant changes in parental attitude
three of the variables measured by the instrument.

(Q <

.05) on

Parents had greater

confidence, understanding and trust following treatment than they had had
before treatment.
Hanley (1973) gathered data from two treatment groups plus a control
group in h·is study of attitude change and PET.

Fifty parents were

measured on the PASS. After measuring 50 parents, pre- and post-test
differences were reported (£
standing.

<

.05) on the scales acceptance and under-

In using the PASS inventory, Andelin (1975) found that an
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experimental group of 50 parents showed an increase in confidence in
their abi 1i ty as parents.
Schmitz (1975) measured 46 subjects from a rural population and
· found an overall positive difference on their PASS scales based on a preand post-test measure.

He found the greatest

variables of causation and trust.

difference(~ ~.05)

on the

The author felt that PET changed the

participant's attitudes and confirmed the differences reported in previous
studies on nonrural populations.
Of the six cited studies in which the PASS was used as a measure of
PET effect, the scores on the confidence and trust sub-tests showed significant differences between pre- and post-test measures in four of the
studies for those parents who received treatment as opposed to controls
who did not receive the PET.

In three of those studies, the understanding

and acceptance sub-tests scores were most noticeabley affected by the PET,
causation had the lowest overall difference.

Based on the results shown

in these four studies, it appears that the PASS is a valid measure of the
effects of PET.
Reliab.ility.

Hereford's instrument was originally administered to

72 parents randomly selected from the two school districts in which

reliability and interscale correlations were made. The reliabilfty for
the scales was computed by means of the split-half method. The five
scales ranged from .68 to .86 with a mean reliability of .80. The computed interscale correlation ranged positively from .33 to .66 with a mean
of .46.
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Description of the 0-Scale
The Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale) "was designed to measure mental
rigidity,·intolerance, and authoritarianism in a way that did not limit
the applicability to only right wing authoritarians" (Pfeiffer and Heslin,
1973, p. 95).
. ing

Rokeach (1960) assumed that every person has an overarch-

belief~disbelief

system, composed of organized, interrelated parts.

The belief system represented what the person accepts as true of his
world, while the disbelief system represented what the person rejects as
false.

The degree of communication with the belief system was part of

its structure and made certain predictions about behavior possible.

Basic

to Rokeach's formulation was the notion that the ideological orientation
of individuals related to their personalities, thought

processes~

and be-

havior. The belief system as it exists in each person varied along a continuum from open mind to closed mind systems. The D-Scale as used in this
study was designed as a personal opinion questionnaire consisting of 40
statements of a social and personal nature.

Constructed to measure indi-

vidual differences in open and closed belief systems and by virtue of the
way "open" and 11 Closed" are defined, the D-Scale also attempted to measure
general authoritarianism and intolerance.
Validity.

Rokeach undertook an extensive series of investigations

directed at testing his theory and the construct validity of his scales.
He used the 11 known-group method."

In this method groups with "known"

characteristics are administered an instrument and the direction of the
differences is predicted.

Rokeach used college professors and graduate

psychology students who in turn were asked to select graduate students
and friends they considered to be open minded and closed minded.

The
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D-Sca 1e differentia ted between the two groups (E.

< • 05,

N_ = l ,_02§ ).

A more thoughtful demonstration of the D-Scale using the known-group
method was Rokeach's testing of different religious groups.

He found

that Catholic students in Michigan, as predicted, obtained significantly
higher D-Scale scores with a mean of 94.5 than Protestant students with
a mean of 86.4.

In studying English subjects, Rokeach found that

Communists scored higher on a D-Scale with a mean of 49.7 than did
liberals with a mean of 29.2.
Reliability.

The final 40 item scale, Form E, was found to have a

corrected reliability of .81 for English colleges and .78 for English
workers.

In other samples subsequently tested at Michigan State Univer-

sity, Ohio State University, and at the Veterans Administration domiciliary, the reliabi1ities ranged from .68 to .93 {Rokeach, 1960).
Teacher Assessments of the Children
The Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBR-Scale)
used in this study appears as a checklist for teachers (Spivak, 1967). It
was designed for use by elementary teachers to describe the behavior problems of children in their classrooms and to outline those overt behaviors

)
~./

which interfere with successful classroom performance.
behavior center around 11 factors:

Descriptions of

class disturbance, impatience, dis-

respect-defiance, external blame, achievement-anxiety, external reliance,
comprehension, inattention-withdrawn, irrelevant-responsiveness, creative
initiative, and need for closeness to teacher (Spivak &Swift, 1967).
Val'idity.

The validity of the ratings is handled by discussion of

the scale through syndrome analysis.

Spivak stated that the syndrome
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Malysis was. used to define pattern "types" by considering the totality
of 'individual profile unlts,· tn tfiis instance, the computer program
was designed to develop a representative pattern vector from each child's
profile as defined ny the 11 factors within each grade,

Each profile

was converted into standard scores around its own mean.

This conversion

eliminated the issue of absolute amplitude of profile from the syndrome
statistical analysis and substituted a continuous normalized rating
scale for the original nondiscreet nominal scale.

The computer program

then represented each child's standard score profile by a point within
a hypothetical 11-dimensional factor space, using the 11 standardized
factor scores as computer phenomena and basing the analysis of distances
between points (children) in this space.

Points close in distance

represented child profiles quite similar in shape.

The distance between

all pairs of points were computed and arranged in a matrix.

The points

(children) found closer to each other than this distance threshold became
a cluster.

The clusters in the listed test description were all found to

be significant (e.< .05).
Reliability.

The normative DEBSR-Scale data was obtained from 13

elementary schools in a consolidated small city public school system.
Thirty-two kindergarten through sixth grade teachers made behavior ratings
of 809 children.

Before assessment, the fnvestigators met with the

teachers in a group to discuss the scales, to answ·er any questions t·egarding items, and to provide uniformity of approach.
twice, one week apart,

The children were rated

. ,..:- •if'''

l

]L>tt/'

. ·f'
I '"fA'> The
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data suggested a tendency for scores to decrease from the initial

rating to tfte retest.

Although statistica-lly s:ignificant~ the changes in

the scores were quite small in absolute terms.

The test-retest correla-

tions of the factors had a median coefficient of .87.

As a further refine-

ment, the test-retest correlation for each "item tn the DEBSR... Scale was
determined.

The median corre 1at ion was . 76 with an inter-quartile range

of . 72 to . 82 ,
Child Interview
The Children's Report of Parent Behavior·rnventory (CRPBI) was
developed to test children's perceptions of their parents' behavior.
Schaefer contended that a child's perception may be related more to
personal adjustment than the actual behavior of his parents (Schaefer,
1966).

There are two forms of the inventory.

The long form contains 192

items and measures 26 concepts; the short form, used in this study,
contains 26 items and measures 4 concepts.
for two reasons:

The short form was chosen

(a) it was not feasible to ask these children to

respond to all the questions on the long form, and (b) the four concepts
measured were those hypothesized to be most important in this study.

The

concepts are acceptance of individualization, rejection, acceptance, and
hostile-detachment.
The interview took approximately 5 to 10 minutes to complete.

It

was administered by two instructional aides who were trained in interview
techniques but who were not made privy to the nature of the study.
child marked 24 separate items with one of three choices.

The
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1.

Likemyparent ............... ~··· ... ._ .•

2.

Somewhat 1ike rilY parent •.•....... ~ .•... S L

3.

Not like my parent ...••......••.•.•.•.

L

l.

N_L

The categories are given numerical ratings L = 3, S L = 2, N L = 1. The
algebraic sum of ratings for the 24 items was the child's score for each
scale.
The.four scales of the CRPBI can be described;
1.

Acceptance of Individualization.

This scale has six items

measuring the degree to which the child perceives that the parent accepts
him as an individual. A child who places his parents at the high end of
this scale feels that he is accepted as an individua·l within the family,
and that the parents respect his ideas and contributions to the family as
important.
2.

He believes that his parents understand him and his needs.

Rejection. A high score on this seven-point scale reflects a

child whose ideas and needs are rejected.

The child feels his parents

are not interested in him. They are seen as overly critical. The lowscoring child does not feel rejected as an individual by his parents.
3. Acceptance.

While the first scale measures how parents relate

to a child as an individual, this third scale measures the child's
perception of how his parents accept his behavior and emotions, and their
enjoyment in being with him. The child who rates his parents high feels
that they enjoy spending time with him, comfort him when he is upset, and
are interested in what he does and feels.
4.

Hostile Detachment. This scale measures the degree the child

feels that his parents are indifferent or even hostile to him and his
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needs.

If he rates high on this scale, he tends to feel neglected and
-

ignored by his parents and if he rates low, he-feels that he is not being
ignored or neglected.
Validity.

Schaefer used the Mann . . Whitney test to measure. the

significance of the differences between the distributions of total scores
from both delinquent and normal boys.

Of the 52 possible differences

scored for both groups for both parents, 26 were significant' beyond the
.05 level and 14 were significant beyond the .01 level.

The delinquent

boys described their mothers and fathers as higher on extreme autonomy
and lax discipline.

However, the delinquent boys also described their

mothers as more loving and positive than their fathers who were reported
as being less loving than those of normal boys.
Schaefer concluded that the analyses of differences between groups
justified the analysis of specific components of parental behavior and
the differentiation of maternal and paternal behavior while demonstrating
the discriminating power of these scales.

He felt that the data sugges-

ted a sensitive method for investigating childrents perceptions of
parental behavior.
Validation of this scale and its use on elementary school populations has been established mainly through use in other dissertations.
Andelin (1975) used the CRPBI with an elementary school population of
35 learning-handicapped students.

He reported a significant (£

decrease in hostile-detachment as compared to a control group.

<

,05)

In a

study using 56 grade school children, Lillibridge (1975) reported that
the children of PET graduates showed significant changes in perceiving
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their parents as more accepting of them as individuals (£
rejecting (.2,

< • 01)

and generally more accepting (£.

<

< • 01).

.01), less
Peterson

(1971) confirmed these findings by reporting on 35 children of parents
who took PET.

Children from this study rated their parents significantly

higher on the acceptance of individualization scale (£. < ,01), lower on
the rejection scale (£.

< .• 01),

an increase on the acceptance scale

(£. < .01), and a decrease on the hostile-detachment scale (£ < .05),

Both Peterson (1971) and Lillibridge (1975) concluded by commenting
on the tendency for mothers to receive more favorable evaluations than
fathers.

Both noticed that mothers placed higher on ratings of accep-

tance of individualization and acceptance but tended to place lower on
ratings of rejection and hostile-detachment.

Based on the data gathered

by Peterson (1971), Lillibridge (1975), and Andelin (1975), it appeared
that the CRPBI was valid for use with this population.
Reliability.

No test retest reliability estimates were available,

but the consistency with which the test discriminated between groups is
indicative of stable responses based on family interactions.
Data Gathering and Processing Procedures
Data were collected as part of the first orientation meeting held
in February, 1977 for all members of the study. At that time all subjects
took the PASS and the D-Scale. They also filled out personal information
cards giving demographic particulars. At this time the subjects were
told that there would be three groups and they would be randomly assigned
to one of them.

Their assignments were announced at the end of the
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meeting along·with the beginning class dates.

Subjects assigned to

Groups A and B were used as the experimental treatment groups. Group C
acted as a control group; these parents were told that there was not time
enough to provide the training for their group and that they would be
taking the class the following fall.

The design of the experiment

permitted an analysis of both the immediate and long-term (eight weeks)
effects of the PET treatment.
1. Group A took the exams in February as a

pre~test

measure,

received treatment which lasted throughout the eight-week period of March
and April, took the exams as a post-test in April, and then repeated the
exams as a delayed post-test measure in June,
· 2. Group B took the exams as a pre-test measure in February, waited
the eight-week period of March and April, received the treatment in May
and June, took the exams as a post-test measure in June, and retook a
delayed post-test in late June.
3. Group C took the exams as a

pre~test

measure in February, waited

for the first group to finish the training, took the exams at that time
as a post-test measure, and then in June took the delayed

post~test.

The

schedule for testing is presented in Table l.
The children of the parents involved in the study were evaluated by
their teachers on the DEBSR-Scale. This measure was taken in February
and repeated in June.

As a final measure, the children of the parents

taking the PET class along with the children of the parents in the control
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Table 1
Interview and Testing Schedule for the PET
Study with Suburban - Rural Population

February
Orientation
Group A

PASS
D-Scale

Group B

PASS
D-Scale

Group C

PASS
D-Scale

Teacher•s

DESBR-Scale

April

Early June

PASS
D-Scale

PASS
D-Scale
PASS
D-Scale

PASS
D-Sca 1e

PASS
D-Scal e

PASS
D-Scale
DESBR-Scale
CRPBI

Children

PASS

l:.ate June

- Parent Attitude Survey Scale

D-Scale - Dogmatism Scale, Form E
DESB

- Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale

CRPBI

- Children•s Report of Parent Behavior Inventory
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group were interviewed in June on the CRPBI.

This measure was taken late·

in the school year and administered by two instructional aides.

The

questions were read to students in grades 1-3 and self-reported by
students in grades 4-8.
Week by Week Coverage of Instructor Outline, Text and Workbook
Session 1.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 1, workbook exercises 1 and 2.)

Topic

Acceptance or Unacceptance--The Key to Your Response to a
Child•s Behavior.
1.

Classroom exercise, Filling in the rectangle.

2.

Instructor Presentation, The implications of the divided
rectangle.

3.

Classroom exercise, Identifying behavior that indicates
a child has a problem.

Session 2.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 2, workbook exercises 2 and 3.)

Topic

How to be an Effective Helping Agent for Children When They
Own a Prob1 em.
1.

Classroom demonstration, typical ways of responding to
problems of children.

2.

Instructor presentation, effects of the twelve roadblocks.

3.

Instructor presentation, active listening and other.
effective ways of responding.

4.

Classroom exercise, around the room exercise in active
listening.

5.

Question and answer period.
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Session 3.

(3 hours of instruction; text ch. 3, workbook exercise
4, 5, and 6.)

Topic

How to Modify Behavior of Children that is Unacceptable to
You When You Own a Problem.·
1.

Dealing with behavior that bothers you.

2.

Experiencing roadblocks.

3.

Classroom exercise in sending I messages.

4.

Experiencing the difference between I messages and you
messages.

Session 4.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 4, 5, and 6, workbook
exercise 7-10.)

Topic

How to

~1odify-the

Environment to Reduce Unacceptable Behavior.

1.

Explanation of environmental modification.

2.

Classroom exercise, generating ideas for modifying one's
environment.

3.
Session 5.

Question and answer.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 7 through 9, workbook
exercise 11-12.)

Topic

How to Resolve Conflicts of Needs Method I, Method II, and
Method III.
1.

v!hat methods are typically used to try to resolve conflicts.

2.

Effects of each method.

3.

Problem solving implementing in Method III.

4.

Role playing.
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Session 6.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 10 and 11, workbook 13-16.)

Topic

How to Deal with Values Collision.
1.

Identifying conflicts of values.

2.

Listing behaviors that do not tangibly or concretely
affect me.

3. What to do with behaviors that you cannot accept for the
child.
4.

Discussion of ambiguity of values collisions skill solving.

Session 7.. (3 hours of instruction, text ch. 12, 13, 14, workbook 18, 19.)
Topic

Qualitative Time.
1.

Instructors presentation of qualitative time.

2.

Classroom exercise, role playing a family problem and
solving to meet all needs.

Session 8.

(3 hours of instruction, text ch. 16 and 17, workbook 17-19.)

Topic

Final Session Ideas.
1.

Completion of unfinished modules.

2.

Synthesizing course concepts.
The Experimental Design

The research outline of this study was basically patterned after
Cambell and Stanley•s Design 4, described as a Pre-test-Post-test Control
Group Design (Campbell and Stanley, 1963).

This design allowed maximum

internal and external validity when controlling for maturation and history .

.

Randomly assigned parents who took PET were distinguished from parents
who did not.

PET was considered the independent variable or treatment.
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Sex of the parent and couple/single, defined as parents taking the
training alone or together, were also identified as independent variables.
Pre- and Post-test scores on the PASS, D-Scale, DESBR-Scale and CRPBI
.constitute pre- and post-test measurements for the dependent variables
in statistical analyses.
Statistical Hypotheses
The research hypotheses made in Chapter I are restated below in the
null form.

The level of significance for rejection of the null hypotheses

was set at .05.

Separate analyses of covariance were carried out to test

the effect of PET, and couple/single status on the five subscales of the
PASS and the D-Scale.

In each analysis the subjects• pre-tests were used

as covariates, the post and delayed post tests were used as dependent
variables.

Because of the difficulty in gathering a population with

equal N's by sex, there is an unequal number of males and females.

This

inequality was compensated for by the use of t-test in data analyses.
The results of the effects of PET as reflected by DESBR-Scale ratings
and the CRPBI were examined separately.
Hypotheses Using PASS as the Dependent Variable
Numbering the causation, confidence, acceptance, understanding, and
trust sub-scales of the PASS one through five, the hypotheses tested were:
H1 - H5 Among parents who chose to participate in the study, regardless of sex or couple/single status there will be no difference in attitude change between those who receive the PET
training and those who do not receive the training as
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demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed

post~test

measures.
H6 - H10 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be
no difference in attitude change between those who take the
training and those who do not regardless of couple/single
status, as demonstrated on the PASS, (a) post-test
(b) delayed post-test measures.
H11 - H15 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be
no difference in attitude change between males and females
as measured by the PASS, {d) post-test (b) delayed post-test
measures.
H16 - H2o Among parents in Group A, B, and C, there will be no difference in attitude as measured over time by the PASS, on
the pre-, post-, and delayed post-test measures.
H21

Among all parents who are involved, there will be no difference in attitude change between those who receive the
training and those who do not as measured by the D-Scale,
as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test
measures.

H22

Among parents who participate in the PET study, there will
be no interaction between those who r·eceive the training and
those who do

not~

based on couple/single status as measured

by the Dogmatism Scale, as demonstrated on (a) post-test
(b) delayed post-test measures.
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H23

Among parents who participate in the study there will be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
measured by the 0-Scale.

H24 - H27 Among all children there will be no difference between their
scores on the CRPBI, of children whose parents participate
in PET and of children whose parents do not.
Numbering the behavior factors of the DESBR-Scale; classroom
disturbance, impatience, disrespect-defiance, external blame, achievement
anxiety, external reliance, comprehension, inattention-withdrawn,
creative initiative, and need for closeness to the teacher 1 through 11,
the following hypothesis was tested.
H2a - H39 Among children whose parents participate in PET, there will

be no difference in behavior as measured by the DESBR-Scale.
Summary
In this chapter the population and sample used to study the problem
of PET on rural suburban families was described.

The measurement

instruments used to assess parent and child behavior were described and
their validity and reliability provided.

The procedures for teaching

PET were described and the study itself outlined.
to be tested were listed.
of the study.

Finallyf the hypotheses

The following chapter presents the findings

Chapter IV
Findings of the Study
This chapter presents the findings of the study and is organized
in the following manner:

(1) The hypotheses testing the effects of

the independent variables PET, couple/single and sex as measured by the
five scales of Parent Attitude Survey Scale

(PASS)~

and Dogmatism Scale

(D-Scale) are presented followed by tables showing the results of
analyses of data collected to test these hypotheses.

(2) Hypotheses

testing on the Children's Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI) are
presented followed by tables showing the results of the analyses of the
CRPBI

data~

(3) The hypotheses testing behavior change in the children

as reported by the teachers on the Devereux Elementary School Behavior
Rating Scale (DESBR-Scale) are presented followed by tables showing the
results of the analyses of the data collected to test these hypotheses.
Hypotheses Testing
PASS, Scale 1, Confidence
H1 Among parents who chose to participate in the study~ there will
be no difference in attitude as measured by the PASS, Scale 1,
Confidence, between those who receive the training and those
who do not receive the training, as demonstrated on (a) posttest, (b) delayed post-test measures.
H6 Among parents who participate in PET, there will be no
73
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interaction as measured by the PASS Scale 1, Confidence, between
those who receive the training and those who do not based on
their couple/single status, as demonstrated on (a) post-test
measures (b) delayed post-test measures.
Table 2 shows the Analysis of Covariance testing H1a and H6a on the
post-test measure of the PASS Scale 1. The results of these tests indicate that H1a and H6a cannot be rejected in that the F value for each of
the variables did not reach the level of significance established for
this study.

It appears that the PET had .no effect on the Confidence

scores of those participating in the study.
Table 3 presents the Analysis of Covariance testing Hlb and H6b on
the delayed post test measure of the PASS, Scale 1. Test results indicate that Hlb cannot be rejected in that the F value testing of the
variable group membership did not reach the level of significance previously established for this study.

However, H6b shows that the F value
for the couple/single variable and interaction of couple/single and PET

are sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis of no difference.
Figure 1 shows the interaction between couple/single and the groups A, B,
and C on the post and delayed post-test measure.

C9uples in B and C and

singles in A had lower mean scores compared to couples in A and singles
in B and C whose mean scores were significantly higher.

In general,

the

items on the PASS are negatively phrased, therefore agreement with the
item leads to a ne.gative score.

It appears that couples in B and C and

singles in A responded to Scale 1 in a manner that showed more confidence
in their parenting skills.

Couples in A and singles in B and C reflected

75

Table 2
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents
Post Test Scoresion PASS, .Scale 1, Confidence,
by·Gr0up and,,Couf)le/Single Status Using
Pretest as Covariate

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

5.24

2

2.621

. 18

NS

38.97

1

38;97

2.69

NS

ABC x CS

118.44

2

59.22

4.10

.02

Covariate

1258.07

1

1258.07

53

1I""T•
Ll. 1I ILl.

59

37.05

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs

Residual
Total

765.428
2186.18

87.112

/

/

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups (ABC)
A
Experimental
Means
N

B

Ex perimental

C/S

c
· Control

CouEle

Single

-5.56

-6.20

-5.60

-4.97

-6.59

20

20

20

30

30
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Table 3
Analysis of Covariance of East County-PET Parents Delayed Post
Test Scores on PASS, :Scale

1,-Coilfidence~

by Group

and.

Couple/Single Status Using Pre-Test as:Covariate

ss

SOURCE

df

MS

Sign

F

Group (ABC)

24.37

2

12.18

1.06

NS

cs

98.77

1

98.77

8.62

.005

ABC x CS

159.20

2

79.60

6.95

.002

Covariate

1790.32

1

1790.32

168.74

Residual

607.00

~~
..,..,

11.45

2679.65

59

45.41

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC
A
Experimental 1
Mean

CIS

c

B
Experimental 2

Control

CouQle

Single

-5.74

-7.05

-5,66

-4.87

-7.43

20

20

20

30

30

-----

N

10
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Figure 1.

Unadjusted mean scores of East County PET Parents.
Groups ABC x Couple/Single Status on PASS,
Scale 1 Confidence
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Figure 2.

Unadjusted mean scores of East County PET parents.
Groups ABC x Couple/Single Status on PASS,
Scale 1 Confidence.
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more fear of parenting and tended to see it as· a. thankless task.
A post hoc analysis of the interaction effect seen on Scale 1,
Confidence is presented in Table 4.

The Tukey HSD was used to make a

pairwise comparison of the means between groups A, B and C and couple/
single status.

The comparison by group with one exception showed no

significant difference among post and delayed post test comparisons.
The comparison by couple/single on the post and delayed post
measure showed that the couples in Group C differed from the singles
within Group B; couples scored higher compared to singles.

This pattern

was true for both post and delayed post tests.
PASS Scale 2, Causation
Three null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the second
subscale of the PASS.

Of the three hypotheses dealing with Scale 2, two

were tested and reported here.
H2 Among parents who chose to participate in the study, there will
be no difference in PASS Scale 2, Causation, scores between
those who receive the training and those who do not receive the
training, as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed posttest measures.
H7 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be no
interaction as measured by the PASS, Scale 2, Causation,
between those who receive the training and those who do not
based on couple/single status, as demonstrated on (a) posttest (b) delayed post-test measures.
Post-test measures and delayed post-test measures are presented in
Tables 5 and 6.

The results of these tests indicate that H2a) HJa' and
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Table 4
Tukey HSD Test of Interaction Effect of Groups A,B,C
and Couple/Single on PASS, Post and Delayed Post
Test, Scale 1, Confidence

£G

cc
SA
CB
CA

sc
SB

SA

CB

CA

;SC

SB

*.
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Tables 5 and 6.

The results of these tests indicate that H 2 a~ H7a, and
H2b' H7b show no significant difference among the independent variables
of PET, and couple/single status and the dependent variable, Scale 2. It

appears that PET training had no measurable effect on the causation
scores of those participating in the study.
PASS Scale 3, Acceptance
Three null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the third
scale of the PASS, Acceptance.

Of the three hypotheses dealing with

Scale 3, two were tested and reported here.
H3 Among parents who pa.rticipate in the study~ there will be no
difference in attitude as measured by PASS Scale 3, Acceptance,
between those who receive training and those who do not, as
demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures,
H8 Among parents who participate in PET, there will be no interaction as measured by the PASS Scale 3, Acceptance~ between
those who take the training and those who do not based on
couple/single status, as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b)
delayed post-test measures,
Table 7 presents the results of the Analysis of Covariance on the
post-test results of the

for H 3 a~ Haa·
The results of these tests indicate that H3a cannot be rejected. However, test results for H2 show that the F value for the couple/single
PASS~

Scale 3, Acceptance

scores~

variable is sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis of no
ference.

dif~

It appears that PET training had no effect on the Acceptance

scares of parents who participated in the study,

However, couples/singles
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Table 5
Anal.ysis of Covariance of Ea·st County PET Parents Post
Scores on PASS, Sea 1e 2, Causatfon, by Graup and CoupJe/Single Status. Using Pre-Test as Covariate

ss

SOURCE

df

MS

F

Sign

Group (ABC)

14.11

2

7.05

.04

NS

cs

41.44

1

41.44

2.58

NS

ABC x CS

12.25

2

6.12

• 38

NS

Covariate

1621.68

1

1621.68

101.31

Residual

848.34

53

16.00

2538.60

59

43.03

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

Mean
N

C/S

c

A
Experimental

Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

-12.05

-12.82

-13.23

-11.86

-13.54

20

B

20

20

30

30
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Table 6
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents Delayed
Post. Test Scores· Qn,- PASS; S.cale 3, Causatien; by· Group
and Couple/Single!

~tatus

Using Pre'!"Test as Covariate

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

35.57

2

17.78

.95

NS

5.21

1

5.21

.27

NS

70.64

2

35.32

1.88

NS

Covariate

1836.73

1

1836.73

100.66

Residual

992.45

53

18.72

2940.93

59

49.85

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs
ABC x CS

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

Mean
N
-----

C/S

A
Experimental

B
Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

-11.03

-12.69

-12.66

-11.83

-12.43

20

20

20

30

30
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Table 7
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents Post
Te-st Scores:on P.ASS-,.Scale 3,,AceeptaY:lce by.Greup and
Couple/Single Status:Using

P~e-Test

as Covariate

ss

df

MS

30.19

2

15.09

.80

NS

133.83

1

133.83

7.08

.01

29.54

2

14.77

.78

NS

Covariate

1230.40

1

1230.40

65.17

Residual

1000.57

53

18.87

Total

2427.65

59

41.15

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs
ABC x CS

Sign

F

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

CIS

c

A
Experimental

B
Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

-8.82

-10.36

-10.37

-8.35

-11.35

SD

6.04

7.12

6.31

6.53

5.74

N

20

20

20

30

30

Mean
---··-
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Table 8
Analysis of Covariance of East. c·ounty PET Parents Delayed
Test Scores on PASS; Scale 3, Acceptance· by Group and
Couple/Single Status Using Pre-Te,st as Covariate

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

20.82

2

10.41-

.54

NS

1

. 16

.009

NS

18.23

2

9.11

.47

NS

Covariate

1395.99

1

1395.99

70.41

Residual

l 016.21

53

19.17

Total

2451.40

59

41.55

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs

.016

ABC x CS

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

Mean
N
- - - -

- -

CIS

c

A
Experimental

Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

-9.46

-9.95

-10.89

-10.15

-10.05

20

20

B

20

30

30

86

results of these tests indicate that the above hypotheses cannot be
rejected in that the F value for each of the variables tested did not
reach the level of significance established for this study.

It appears

that the PET training has no effect on the parents' acceptance scores
measured on the delayed post-test.
PASS, Scale 4, Understanding
Three null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the fourth
scale of the PASS, Understanding. Of the three hypotheses dealing with
Scale 4, two were reported here.
H4 Among parents who chose to participate in PET, there will be no
difference in attitude change as measured by the PASS, Scale 4,
Understanding, between those who receive PET and those who do
not, as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test
measures.
Hg Among parents who participate in PET, there will be no interaction as measured by the PASS, Scale 4, Understanding, between
those who receive the training and those who do not based on
couple/single status,
delayed

post~test

~s

demonstrated on (a) post-test (b)

measures.

Table 9 presents the results of the Analysis of Covariance for the
post-test scores of H4a and Hga· The results of this testing indicate
+nat
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variables tested did not reach the level of significance established for
this study.

It appears that PET has no effect on the parents understand-

ing scores measured on the post-test of the PASS, Scale 4.

87

Table 9
Analysis of Covariance of East .County Pet Parents Post
Test Scores on P.ASS, Sea 1e 4 ,.
Group

and.Coup1e/Sing1~

Unders·~andi ng ~

by ·

Status Using Pre-Test

as. Covard a.te

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

13.48

2

6.74

.73

NS

1.42

1

1.42

. 15

NS

ABC x CS

18.16

2

9.08

.99

NS

Covariate

302.66

1

302.66

32.97

Residual

486.40

53

9.17

Total

822.18

59

13.94

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

Mean
N
- - - -

CIS

c

A
Experimental

Experimental

Control

-3.32

-2.17

20

20

B

Cou~le

Single

-2.85

-2.62

-2.84

20

30

30
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Table 10 shows the Analysis of Covariance delayed post-test results
of testing H4b and Hgb· The results of the testing indicate that H4b and
Hgb cannot be rejected in that the F value did not reach the level of
significance established for this study.

However, the results of the

testing indicate that the F value for couple/single variable is sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis of no difference.

It appears

that the couple/single status of the participant does affect how parents
respond to the PASS test Scale 4, Understanding.
PASS, Scale 5, Trust
Three null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the fifth
subscale of the PASS, Trust. Of the three hypotheses dealing with
Scale 5, two were tested and reported here.
Hs Among parents who chose to participate in the study there will
be no difference in attitude change as measured by the PASS,
Scale 5, Trust, between those who receive the PET training
and those who do not receive the training, as demonstrated on
(a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.
H10 Among parents who participate in PET, there will be no
interaction, as measured by the PASS, Scale 5, Trust, between
those who receive the training and those who do not based on
couple/single status, as demonstrated on (a) post-test
(b) delayed post-test measures.
Table 11 shows the Ana1ysis of Covariance post-test results of
testing Hsa and H1oa· The results of this testing indicate that H5a and
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Table 10
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents Delayed
Post Test Scores on PASS, Scale 4,'Understanding

by~

Group and Couple/Si-n§le Status Using Pre-Test
as Covariate

ss

df

MS

F

Sign·

Group (ABC)

10.41

2

5.20

.48

NS

cs

53.32

1

53.32

4.95

.02

2.46

2

1.23

.11

NS

Covariate

695.02

1

695.02

75 .. 64

Residual

569.92

53

10.73

1330.60

59

22.55

SOURCE

ABC x CS

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
Groups ABC

Mean
N

C/S

A
Experimental

B
Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

-1.94

-2.89

-2.08

-1 .35

-3.25

20

20

20

30

30
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Table 11
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents ,Post Test
Scores on PASS, Seale,5, Trust; by Group .and:€ouple(Single Status Using

Pre~Test

as Covariate

ss

df

MF

F

Sign

Group (ABC)

19.29

2

9.64

.90

NS

GS

34.38

1

34.38

3. 21

NS

ABC x CS

46.51

2

23.25

2.17

NS

Covariate

2909.00

1

2909.00

291.38

Residual

566.35

53

10.68

3575.73

59

60.61

SOURCE

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
C/S

Groups ABC
A

Mean
N

B

Experimental

Experimental

-7.34

-8.7

20

20

c
Control

Couple

Single

-7.75

-8.69

-7.17

20

30

30
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H10a cannot be rejected in that the F value did not reach the level of
significance established for this study.
Table 12 presents the Analysis of Covariance for delayed post-test
results of H5b and HlOb·

The results of these tests indicate that the

above hypotheses cannot be rejected in that the F value did not reach
the level of significance established for this study in either of the two
hypotheses.

It appears that PET has no effect on the participants as

measured by the PASS Scale 5, Trust.
PASS, Scales 1 - 5, Males and Females
Five null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the 5 subscales of the PASS and its effect on males and females.
H11

Among parents who participate in the study, there wi 11 be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
measured by the PASS, Scale 1, Confidence, as demonstrated on
(a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.

H12 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
measured by the PASS, Scale 2, Causation, as demonstrated on
(a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.
H13 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
measured by the PASS, Scale 3, Acceptance, as demonstrated on
(a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.
H14 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
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Table 12
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents Delayed
Post Test Scores on PASS, Using a

Pre~Test

Covariate

Scale 5, Trust, by Group and Couple/Single Status

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

17.16

2

8.53

.88

NS

9.39

1

9.39

.97

NS

16.91

2

8.46

.87

NS

Covariate

2995.08

1

2995.08

330.88

Residual

512.07

53

9.66

3550.73

59

60.18

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs
ABC x CS

Total

Adjusted Marginal Means and Number
CIS

· Groups ABC

Mean
N

*.E.=< .05

c

A
Experimental

Experimental

Control

CouEle

Single

-6.84

-8.14

-7.31

-7.83

-7.03

20

20

20

30

30

B
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measured by the PASS, Scale 4, Understanding, as demonstrated
on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures:
H15 Among parents who participate in the study, there will be no
difference in attitude change between males and females as
measured by the PASS, Scale 5, Trust, as demonstrated on (a)
post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.
Tables 13 and 14 present the independent 1 tests, testing (a) posttest (b) delayed post-test measures of H11' H12' H13' H14' and H1s· The
test compares the males and females of PET with respect to Scales 1, 2,
3, 4, and 5 of the PASS on a post and delayed post-test basis respectively.
The results indicate that H11 , H12 , H13 and H15 obtained a 1 value that
was not of the level of significance.established for this study. How-·
ever, H14 test results indicate that the 1 value for difference·seen in
Scale 4, Understanding, between males and females who took the training
was significantly 1arge to reject the null hypotheses. Test results
indicate that males and females demonstrate no difference on Scales 1, 2,
3, and 5.

However, performance on Scale 4, Understanding, differed for

males and females, females scoring significantly lower.
Time Measures
Five null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the five
subscales of the PASS and the time span over which they were taken.
H1 6 Among parents in Group A, B, and C there will be no difference
in attitude as measured by the PASS, Scale 1, Confidence, over
time on the pre-, post- and delayed post-test measures.
H17 Among parents in Group A, B, and C, there will be no difference
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Table 13
Independent i test of East County Pet Parents on the
5 Scales of the Parent Attitude Survey Scale, Post
Test Scores
Post- Minus Pre-Test Scores
for Males and Females, Experimental
Mean

so

-2o9l

7 017

Scale

Group

(1)

male

Confidence

female 28

-6o60

5.83

(2)

male

12

-9.25

7o39

Causation

female 28

-l2o92

6.41

(3)

male

12

-6o9l

7ol9

Acceptance

female 28

-10.89

5o97

(4)

male

12

-Oo50

5017

Understanding

female 28

-3o25

2o70

(5)

male

12

-6o4l

9o55

Trust

female 28

-9 021

7.17

*.e.=< o05

N
12

t•Value

df

p

1.71

38

NS

1.59

38

NS

1.81

38

NS

2.21

38

o03*

1.02

38

NS
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Table 14
Independent 1 test of East County PET Parents on the
5 Scales of the Parent Attitude Survey Scale,

Delayed Post Test Measure
Delayed Post- Minus Pre-Test Scores
for Males and Females, Experimental
Mean

SD

12

-2.16

8.13

female

28

-7.57

6.10

(2)

male

12

-11.50

7.75

Causation

female

28

-11.10

6.22

(3)

male

12

-8.58

6.24

Acceptance

female

28

-10.35

7.22

(4)

male

12

.66

4.63

Understanding

female

28

-3.0

4.07

(5)

male

12

-5.91

9.75

Trust

female

28

-8.67

6.78

Scale

Group

(1)

male

Confidence

* .E. = < • 05

N

t-Value

df

p

2.32

38

NS

-0.17 .

38

NS

0.74

38

NS

2.50

38

.017*

. 1. 03

38

NS
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in attitude as measured by the PASS, Scale 2, Causation, over
time on the pre-, post- and delayed post-test measures.
H18 Among parents in Group A, B, and C there will be no difference
in attitude as measured by the PASS, Scale 3t Acceptance, over
time on pre-, post- and delayed post-test measures.
H19 Among parents in Group A, B, and C, there will be no difference
in attitude change as measured by PASS, Scale 4, Understanding,
over time on the pre-,

post~

and delayed post-measures.

H20 Among parents in Group A, B, and C, there will be no difference
in attitude as measured by the PASS~ Scale 5, Trust, over time
on the pre-, post- and delayed post test measures.
Tables 15 to 19 present the repeated measures analysis of variance
with the dependent variables being the subscales of the PASS and with the
independent variables being the experimental and control groups and time.
The results of this testing presented on Table 15 indicate that the F
value for H16 did not reach the level of significance established for
this study and therefore H16 cannot be rejected. There was no measured
difference for the variable confidence between parents who took PET and
those who did not as measured on the PASS, Scale 1. However the data
reported by Table 16 supports the rejection of H17 ; the results show that
the F value for the time variable on the Scale 2, Causation is sufficiently large to reject the null hypothesis of no difference in response.
There was a measured difference across time between the parents'
scores by group on Scale 2, Causation.

Parents across all three groups

consistently changed the direction of their responses from lower to
higher scores, Within each group par,_ents became more positive in their

--··
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Table 15
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance of East
County PET Parents by Group and Time
on PASS, Scale 1, Confidence
SOURCE

ss

df

MS

.,

F

Sign

Mean

6008.88

1

6008.88

56.11

Group

109.21

2

54.60

.50

NS

Error

6103.23

57

107.07

Time

16.87

2

8.43

Time x 'Group

13.22

4

3.30

1.02

NS

940.56

114

8.25

.40

NS

Error

CELL MEANS
Time

Grou~

A

Grou~

B

Grou~

C

Row Mean

PRE

-4.40

-5.40

-6.40

-5.40

POST

-4.80

-6.20

-6.35

-5.78

DELAYED POST

-4.85

-7.05

-6.55

-6.15

-4.68

-6.21

-6.43

-5.77

20

20

20

. MARGINAL
N

*.E. = < .05
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Table 16
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance of East
County PET Parents by Group and Time
on PASS Scale 2, Causation

ss

SOURCE
Mean

df

MS

F

Sign

29876.45

1

29876.45

245.55

316.03

2

158.01

1.29

NS

6935.18

57

121 .66

Time

88.03

2

44.01

4.42

.014

Time x Group

12.63

4

3.15

.31

NS

1134.66

114

9.95

Group (ABC)
Error

Error

CELL MEANS
Row Mean

Time

GrouQ A

GrOUQ B

GrouQ C

PRE

-12.75

-13.25

-15.45

-13.81

POST

-11.25

-12.40

-14.45

-12.70

DELAYED POST

-10.20

-12.25

-13.95

-12.13

COLUMN MEAN

-11 .40

-12.63

-14.61

-12.88

20

N

*.2. =

<

.05

20

20
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Table 17
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance of East
County PET Parents by Group and Time
on PASS Scale 3, Acceptance
SOURCE
Mean

ss

MS

df

F

Sign

19261.35

1

19261.35

200.15

144.04

2

72.02

.74

NS

5485.26

57

96.23

Time

51.01

2

25.50

2.35

NS

Time x Group

36.38

4

9,09

.84

NS

1233.93

114

10.82

Group (ABC)
Error

Error

CELL MEANS
Time

Group A

Group B

Group C

Row Means

PRE

-12.85

-9.60

-10.80

-11 .08

POST

-10.20

-9.20

-10.15

-9.85

DELAYED POST

-10.95

-8.70

-10.65

-10.10

COLUMN MEAN

-11.33

-9.16

-10.53

-10.34

20

N

*.E.

= < .05

20

20

100

Table 18
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance of East
County PET Parents by Group and Time
on PASS Scale 4, Understanding
SOURCE
Mean
Group (ABC)
Error
Time
Time x Group
Error

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

1145.08

1

1145.08

29.81

65.37

2

32.68

.85

NS

2189.53

57

38.41

7.14

2

3.57

.64

NS

22.48

4

5.62

1.01

NS

634.36

114

5.56

CELL MEANS
Time

Group A

Group B

Group C

Row Means

PRE

-2.05

-1.90

-3.50

-2.48

POST

-3.05

-1.80

-3.50

-2.78

DELAYED POST

-1.56

-2.30

-3.10

-2.30

COLUMN MEAN

-2.20

-2.00

-3.36

-2.52

20

20

20

N
*.E. = < .05
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Table 19
Repeated Measure Analysis of Variance of East
County PET Parents by Group and Time
on PASS Scale 5, Trust

ss

SOURCE
Mean
Group (ABC)
Error
Time
Time x

Gl~oup

Error

MS

df

F

Sign

9960.67

1

9960.67

58.98

158.04

2

79.02

.46

NS

9625.61

57

168.87

29.01

2

14.50

2.62

NS

11 .12

4

2.78

.50

NS

630.53

14

5.53

CELL MEANS
Time

Grou~

A

GrouE B

GrouE C

Row Means

PRE

-6.85

-7.80

-6.20

-6.95

POST

-7.25

-9.50

-7.05

-7.93

DELAYED POST

-6.75

-8.95

-6.60

-7.43

COLUMN MEANS

-6.95

-8.75

-6.61

-7.43

20

20

20

N

*.2. =

< • 05
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response to Scale 2, Causation from pre-, to post- to delayed post.
measures.
The across time results reported by Tables 17, 18, and 19 indicate
that H18 , H19 and H20 cannot be rejected in that F value for each of the
variables did not reach the level of significance established for this
study.

It appears that the effect of PET on the Causation Scale was

maintained over time in contrast to the remaining PASS Scales of Confidence, Acceptance, Understanding, and Trust which showed no consistent
change.
Dogmatism Scale
Three null hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the
parent's score on the Dogmatism Scale.

Of the three hypotheses dealing

with the Dogmatism Scale, two are tested and reported here.
H21 Among all parents who participated in the study, there will
be no difference in. attitude change between those who receive
the training and those who do not as measured by the Dogmatism
Scale, as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test
measures.
H22 Among parents who participated in the PET study, there will
be no interaction between those who receive the training and
those who do not, based on couple/single status as measured by
the Dogmatism Scale, as demonstrated on (a) post-test (b) delayed post-test measures.
Table 20 reports the results of the Analysis of Covariance posttesting of H21 a and H22a·

The results of these analyses indicate that
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Table 20
Analysis of Covariance of East County PET Parents Post
Test Scores on Dogmatism Scale, by Gr!ilup ,and Couple/Single Status Using· Pre-Test as Covariate

ss

df

MS

F

Sign

88.97

2

44.48

.39

NS

.61

1

.61

.005

NS

108.90

2

54.45

.47

NS

Covariate

57307.66

1

57307.66

Residual

6050.41

53

63556.58

59

SOURCE
Group (ABC)

cs
ABC x CS

Total

114.159
1077.23

Adjusted Means and Number
Groups ABC

CIS

c

A
Experimental

Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

131.65

129.86

128.75

129.32

129.72

so

26.36

29.51

40.56

36.44

29.38

N

20

20

20

30

30

Mean

B
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H21a and H22a cannot be rejected in that the F value obtained for each
variable did not reach the level of significance established-for ~his
study.

The results indicate that the PET training apparently did not

have an

eff~ct

on the Dogmatism Scale scores of the parents involved as

participants in this study.
Table 21 presents the result of the Analysis of Covariance delayed
post-testing of H21 b and H22b· The results of this testing indicate that
these hypotheses cannot be rejected in that the F value obtained did not
reach the level of significance established for this study.
H23 Among parents participating in PET there will be no difference
in attitude change between males and females as measured by
the Dogmatism Scale.
Table 22 presents the independent l test

te~ting

compared males and females of PET with respect to
post-test measures.

H2 3, The test

pre~, post~

and delayed

The l value obtained was not of the level of sig-

nificance established for this study and H23 is not rejected, The
results indicate that PET did not have a differential effect ori the Dogmatism Scale scores of the males and females involved in this study.
Children's Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI).

Four null

hypotheses were stated in Chapter 3 regarding the subscales of the
CRPBI.
H24 Among a11 children there wi 11 be no difference between
their scores on the CRPBI Scale of Acceptance of Individualization of children whose parents participate in PET and of
children whose parents do not.
H2s Among all children there will be no difference between

105

Table 21
Analysts of Covariance of East County PET Parents Delayed
Post Test Scores on Dogmatism Scale,

by

Group

and~

Cou-

ple/Single Status .Using Pre-Test as Covariate

ss

SOURCE
Group

MS

194.30

2

97.15

1.18

NS

4.81

1

4.81

.05

NS

116.76

1.42

NS

cs
ABC x CS
Covariate

Total

2.

233.52
56157.83

1

56157.83

4362.77

53

82.31

60893.73

59

1032.09

Residual

Sign

df

F

Adjusted Means and Number
Groups ABC
B

Jl.

Mean
N

CIS

Experimental

Experimental

Control

Couple

Single

133.38

134.57

129.24

132.45

133.01

20

20

20

30

30
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Table 22
Independent 1 test of the East County PET Parents
Dogmatism Scale
Pre, Post and Delayed Post Tests
for Males and Females, Experimental
D-Scale

Group

Mean

so

Pre

male

136.59

39.43

Test

female

130.83

20.50

Post

male

139.34

37.28

female

131.97

23.11

Delayed

male

142.09

37.33

Post

female

135.05

22.43

D-Scale Dogmatism Scale

.e.=

<

.05

t-Value

df

p

. 61

.38

NS

.87

38

NS

.74

38

NS
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their scores on the CRPBI Scale, Rejection, of children
whose parents participate in PET and of children whose parents
do not.
H26 Among all children there will be no difference between
their scores on the CRPBI Scale, Acceptance, of children
whose parents participate in PET and of children whose parents
do not.
H27 Among all children there will be no difference between
their scores on the CRPBI Scale of Hostile Detachment,
between children whose parents participate in PET and of
children whose parents do not.
Table 23 presents the results of the uncorrelated l tests testing
Hz4, H25 , H26 and H27 . The test compared PET, with non PET parents with
r~spect to subscales 1, 2, 3, and 4 of the CRPBI.
The results indicate
the ! value obtained in the test of H24 , H25 and H27 was not of the
level of significance established for this study. However, H26 test
th~t

results indicate that the 1 value for differences seen in the

Acceptance~

Scale 3, between children whose parents took the training and children
whose parents did not was significantly large to reject the null
hypothesis. These test results indicate that no effect was made on the
children of parents who take PET as compared to the children of parents
who do not take PET as demonstrated on the CRPBI scales of Acceptance
of Individualization, Rejection?and Hostile Detachment.

It appears that

the children of parents who take PET have greater Acceptance, as
measured on the CRPBI, than those who do not,

lOB

Table 23

1 test of East County Parent PET ChiJdren•s Report
of Parent Behavior Inventory Scales by Group
Post-. Minus Pre-.Test Scores
Children's Report Sub Scale 1
Acceptance of Individualization
Group

N Mean

SO t-Value df

Control

20 11. 05 1. 57

Experimental

40 11.00 1.26

.894

Children's Report Sub Scale 2
Rejection
Group

N

Mean

so t-Value df

Control

20 16.50 1.85

Experimental

40 16.55 2.24

-.09•

58

.932

Children's Report Sub Scale 3
Acceptance
Group

N

Mean

so t-Value df

Control

20

Experimental

40 10.82 1.46

9.95 1.50

-2.16

58

p

.035*

Children's Report Sub Scale 4
Hostile Detachment
Group

N

Mean

so t-Value df

Control

20 10.65 1.34

Experimental

40 11.30 1.68

*£. = '< • 05

-1.50

58

p
. 138
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Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale.

One null hypo-

thesis was stated in Chapter 3 regarding the Devereux -Elementary-School Rating Scale.

H2a - H39 Among children whose parents participate in PET, there
will be no difference in behavior as measured by the
DESBR Scale.
The 11 subscales of the Devereux were converted to standardized Z
scores. Table 24 shows 11 separate independent 1 tests were performed
on the individual subscales of the Devereux, comparing PET and non PET
subjects with respect to the differences, post minus pre. The results
of this table show that scales 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 9, 10 and 11 of the
Devereux obtained a 1 value that was not of the level of. significance
established for this study. However, the results for scales 3, 7 and 8
indicate that the post- minus pre-test scores were significantly large to
reject the null hypothesis of no difference.
respect-defiance, comprehension,and

The group means for dis-

inattention~withdrawn

indicate that

the children of the parents in the experimental groups appeared to be
less defiant, demonstrated better listening skills, and appeared to be
. less withdrawn as measured by their teachers on the DESBR Scale.
The children of couples in Group B were perceived by teachers as
being different. Thi.s was seen in a consistent pattern of the means on
Table 25. A two-way ANOVA of group by couple/single status was
attempted on this data but the slope of the regression line for couples
in Group B was not homogeneous.
impossible.

Lack of homogeneity made these analyses

The majority of the effect seen in the DESBR Scale comes

from the children of the couples in Group B.
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Table 24
Independent t::test on the 11 Subscales of the Devereux
Elementary- Scnool Behavior Rating Scale Sfandard1zed Scores
Post Minus Pre-Test Scores
Scale
(1)

Classroom
Disburbance
2

Impatience
3

DisrespectDefiance
4

External
Blame
5

Achievement
Anxiety
6

External
Reliance
7

Comprehension
8

InattentionWithdrawn
9

IrrelevantResponsiveness
10

CreativeInitiative
11

Need for Closeness to Teacher

Group

N

Mean

so

t-Value

df

p

c

20
40

-.050
-.875

1.50
1.66

1.87

58

.067

c

20
40

.200
.425

1.24
2.22

-.42

58

.667

c

20
40

.500
-.775

1.50
1.96

2.55

58

.014*

20
40

-.350
-.200

2.45
1.69

-.28

58

.783

20
40

-.400
-.050

1.31
1. 70

-.80

58

.425

20
40

l. 025

.500

1. 73
2.97

-.73

58

.469

20
40

.550
1.87

1. 76
2.42

-2.17

58

.034*

20
40

.450
-.175

.826
1.10

2.23

58

.030*

c

20
40

•150
-.300

.74
1.53

1.23

58

.222

c

20
40

.150
1 . 175

1.04

2.65

-1.66

58

•103

c

20
40

-1.05
-.675

1.09
1.77

-.86

58

.391

E

E

E

c
E

c
E

c
E

c
E

c
E

E

E

E

C = Control

*R = < .05

E = Experimental
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Table 25
Table of Unadjusted Post-test Means by Group (ABC) and
Couple/Single Status for Devereux Elementary
Behavior Rating Scale

1
Classroom
Disturbance
2
Impatience

10

ll

Group C

Couple Single

Couple Single

Couple Single

12.80

5.80

10.80

10.80

11 .00

10.00

11 . 50

8.80

10.50

9.00

8.00

7.00

9.80

4.40

6.90

7.40

8.90

10.80

11.90

12.40

9.30

8.60

9.30

10.20

11.20

10.20

. 9.90

10.80

13.20

17.80

15.20

17.80

14.40

15.80

14.60

11.40

11.70

15.60

10.90

13.60

12.20

8.40

9.40

5.80

9.70

8.60

7.10

IrrelevantResponsiveness 8.20

8.40

6.80

9.40

7.20

7.40

-7

'9

Group B

11 .40

3
DisrespectDefiance
4
External
Blame
5
AchievementAnxiety
6
External
Reliance

38

Group A

Com prehension
InattentionWithdrawn

CreativeInitiative

13.80

12.50

10.00

10.50

13.80

13.60

Need for
Closeness to
Teacher

14.00

10.60

10.00

13.70

12.40

13.10
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Summary
Chapter 4 presented a statistical and descriptive analyses of
testing hypotheses related to attitude change in parents, children's
evaluation of parent behavior and teachers' evaluation of children whose
parents were involved in the study, The data

pr~esented

did not demon-

strate an overall significant change in attitudes of parents who partici~

pate in PET, however, significant interaction effects were seen between
~-~--w--•~-·~.._.__.,~~~·~·-'""""'w-·~------------<>.~~,.__,_...,_-.,.._.,,,~,-·-·-~-··•·•~-··•·-••n•-·•~-.--,,_..---

~xperimental

group and couple/single q_Q___$_~Alg_J, of the PASS. Also,

----.o.._----------~~--~-------~---------··--·---~---

couples were seen as responding differently from singles on Scale 3 posttest and on Scale 4, delayed post-test.

No significant differences

were found in all-over attitude change.
The children of parents who participated in the study received
positive evaluation on the CRPBI Scale of Acceptance:

children's

ratings on the remaining three scales showed no significant change.
Teachers asked to evaluate the children from the parents of the
study reported significant changes on the DESBR Scales.
The final chapter of this study presents the investigator's
findings reported in this chapter and the recommendations for further
study based on the findings of this research.

Chapter V
Summary and Recommendations
Summary of the Study
This study was designed to assess the impact of Parent Effectiveness Training (PET) on a rural-suburban population. The population under
study was chosen from the unincorporated towns of Oakley and Knightsen,
California, located 70 miles northeast of San Francisco, in the San
Joaquin Valley.

Sixty parents who were chosen randomly from the parent

rosters of Oakley and Knightsen Elementary Schools and who agreed to
participate, constituted the sample studied.

They were randomly

assigned to one of three groups, two being experimental and one control.
The instruments used to assess the training were the Parent Attitude
Survey Scale (PASS); the Dogmatism Scale (D-Scale); the Devereux
Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale (DESBR-Scale) and the Children's
Report of Parent Behavior Inventory (CRPBI).

The data from the PASS and

D-Scale were gathered pre-treatment, post-treatment and at two months
delayed post-treatment intervals.

The data using teacher assessments on

the DESBR Scale and from the children of PET families on the CRPBI was
gathered at the beginning and end of the study.
The PET training was administered by the author, a licensed PET
instructor, over an eight week period. The classes were conducted on the
standardized PET instructional model, using Gorden 1 s text and workbook.
113
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Data Analysis
Two way analyses of covariance were carried out for the effect of
PET, and couple/single status, with PET considered the variable of
primary interest. Sex of the parent and couple/single status, defined as
the parent taking the training alone or together were also identified as
independent variables.

Pre-test scores of the PASS and D-Scale were

used as covariates for the post and delayed post-test scores which con ..
stituted the dependent variables.

Males and females from the experi-

mental groups were compared on t tests.

Children from the parents of

the PET families were also interviewed on the CRPBI. This information,
along with data gathered from the DESBR.,.:Scale also served as dependent
variables tested on a pre- and post-test basis.
Although the study did not show an overall significant change in
parent attitudes as measured by the PASS and D-Scale, an interaction
between PET and couple/single status was reported on Scale 1, Confidence,
of the PASS where couples scored higher than single parents.

Couples also

scored higher on PASS, Scale 3, Acceptance, and Scale 4, Understanding.
The teachers evaluated the PET children on the DESBR-Scale as being
significantly different from the non-PET children on three of the eleven
subscales. Teachers reported positive gains for the PET children on the
DESBR-Scales Disrespect... defiance, Comprehension and Inattention-withdrawn
behavior. The children of the PET parents reported on the CRPBI that
they perceived their parents as being more accepting than children of
non-PET parents.

It appears that PET did not have an overall effect in

changing parent attitudes but did have some limited effect on parents
which was reflected in their children,
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Discussion
The Population
The majority of PET studies have been conducted on volunteer, selfselected middle class populations (Hanley, 1973; Thompson, 1970). This
study, however, reported on a randomly selected, rural, non-volunteer
population which differed from other volunteer groups in being selected
on a random basis to participate in the study. Although not purely a
random group from the total population this group is more typical of nonvolunteers than those in previous studies because some of the parents
participated because they thpught the school required them to do so.
Several stated they would not have participated if they had known there
was no coercion from the school administration. The majority of the
study participants were unfamiliar with PET and the work of Dr. Thomas
Gordon.

It was a first parent group experience for all subjects.

The motivation for taking the training varied among group members.
The majority stated that they were interested in improving their parenting skills. Others stated that they knew they had problem children and
felt participation in the class would help them as parents.

Parents in

the study are similar in these respects to those described by Gordon
(1970); Hereford (1963); Auerbach (1968); and Hanley (1973). A few revealed that they felt that participation in this class would enhance
their problem child's standing in school and would also decrease the
likelihood of their being bothered by the school on related discipline
problems. Another segment of the population thought of it as therapy and
decided to participate in the study based on that need.

There appears to
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have been inconsistent and varied reasons for participation in the study.
Of the participants who agreed to -join the-study, the three-follow- ing classifications of expectancies could be made:

(1) parents who

entered the study expecting a parent education program felt the class
should be taught didactically and offer instruction; (2) parents who
entered the study expecting a parent discussion group felt the program
should cover problem-solving techniques; and (3) parents who were expecting group therapy or some form of treatment.

Varied expectations have

been commented on by Brim (1959); Pickarts and Fargo (1971); Hereford
(1963) and Gordon (1970). These varied expectations made it difficult to
gear the instructions to meet the needs of all participants.
Along with dealing with varied individual expectancies and needs in
the participants, PET instructors must be comfortable using a variety of
group leadership styles. PET instructors are called on to switch from
task-orientated or problem-solving techniques to free-flowing or emotionally expressive concerns in the course of teaching PET skills. The
ability to demonstrate different group ieadership styles is in contrast
to establishing a consistent group-leadership style which is used in most
group situations (Hare, Borgatta &Bales, 1956; Parsons, Talcott &Bales,
1955).
Non-Volunteers
These parents did not seek out PET but were randomly selected and
then asked to participate. Some agreed reluctantly and could be considered non-volunteers.

Non-volunteers frequently are less willing to

cooperate and frequently lose interest in a study if the subject matter
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does not appeal to them (Martin and Marcuse, 1957). The honesty and lack
of willingness to cooperate in completing questionnaires needs-to be considered in some cases of this study. Approximately 20% of the study's
population had to be pursued by phone to complete the followup questionnaires and it is possible that they did not answer them as carefully as
possible.
These parents entered the study having varied backgrounds and expectations discussed earlier.

Generally, they were not aware of Dr.

Thomas Gordon or PET. They had not been exposed to many of the popular
parenting books on the market and had conservative views on child rearing.
Compared to previous PET studies, this group of parents reflects a
relatively unsophisticated population. Garcia (1971) and Peterson (1973)
in describing their urban studies made reference to the high level of psychological mindedness of their parents. They reported that many of their
parents had previous group or other therapeutic experiences and were
highly motivated to develop psychological insight. These self-select
populations also sought out PET classes after some media exposure to the
training program.

Because these parents sought out these classes they

also felt it was worth paying for them.

In comparison the classes in this

study were subsidized by the local school districts and were free of
charge to these parents.

It is apparent that subjects who do not volun-

teer for studies bring with them a different motivation and mental
attitude (Shapiro, 1975).
In comparing this population to previous PET studies it appears that
the motivation and interest level was much lower. This group manifested
many of the same characteristics seen in non-volunteer subjects and few
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of the characteristics seen in typical PET populations.
PASS and 0-Scale
The measurement of parent attitudes was done on the PASS and D-Scale.
No treatment effects were detected on either of these measures.
In discussing the PASS the interaction effect seen on Scale 1, Confidence, in both the post and delayed post-testing is not a demonstration
of treatment effect.

In examining Figure 1, it is evident that the experi-

mental group B and the control group C are closely related.

In contrast

the experimental group A reflects the opposite configuration. Thus, the
interaction between couple/single status and treatment apparently is more
due to the couple/single status than to the treatment. This conclusion.
also fits with other scales where couple/single was seen as significant.
In the PASS a different response style appears to exist on the part of
couples and singles.

Couples and singles on this scale and on scales 3

and 4 responded differently to the PASS.
In examining the PASS items it is necessary to note that the majority
of them are negatively phrased.

In retrospect, agreeing with these items

is to agree with the negative statement being made.
general scored in the negative range of the PASS.

This population in
Negative mean scores

were reported on all scales seen on Table 25. These scores ranged from
-15.45 to -1.35. The original group used to standardize the PASS reported
mean scores ranging from 4.56 to 16.81. No previous PET study reported
negative PASS findings.

It appears that this population in contrast to

those in the other PET studies done by Lillibridge (1971); Larson (1971);
Garcia (1971); Hanley (1973); Andelin (1975) and Schmitz (1975) identified
the negative statements as representative of their ideas on parenting.
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The below average means reported on the pre-test measure were representative of this population's negative parenting attitudes. Scores in-this range on the PASS are representative of parents who feel parenting is a
difficult and thankless task.

Parents scoring in this range do not

generally experience the more positive and rewarding aspects of child
rearing.

In examining the dogmatism level of this population, it is

evi~

dent that they represent a dogmatic, closed, inflexible thinking style.
No significant differences on a

pre~post-test

measure were found among

this group, on the D-Scale, nor were there differences among the groups
(Table 22).

If this scale were used to judge a mental attitude, i.e.,

being open or closed minded, one could see a pre-existing condition of
closed mindedness in the subjects of this study.

This population falls

within the middle range of dogmatic thinking when compared to Rokeachts
original population used to standardize the D-Scale.

Rokeach's mean for

highly dogmatic groups was 157.2, the mean for low dogmatic groups was
101.1. The means for this population ranged from 134.57 to 128.75.
Dogmatic thinking is a reflection of a total cognitive configuration.
The mind organizes ideas and beliefs into a system.

A closed system or

dogmatic system reflects rigidity and inflexibility in thinking.

Dogmatic

people are more prone toward authority and are generally intolerant.
Generally, the level of dogmatism reflected in this population would
be seen in people who would want to avoid new situations which would necessitate ustng new problem solving techniques. The population initially
reflected negative parenting attitudes on the PASS,

These negative scores

could not be affected overall by the treatment because of the probable preexisting dogmatic level of thinking of the group since these parents would
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use rejecting comments and discount new ideas and have difficulty synthesizing new

problem~solving

techniques. A more open-minded

pe~son

would

be more apt to solve problems quicker, not because they discard old beliefs but because they have enough mental flexibility to integrate new
techniques.
In comparison to a previous PET study conducted on a rural population {Schmitz, 1975), the dogmatism level for this population is elevated.
The combination of negative PASS scores and an elevated D-Scale reflect a
population with fairly fixed negative ideas on parenting. This research
describes a population which would not be prone to change.
Couple/Single Status
It is evident that the response style of couples and singles to the
PASS is somewhat different. These differences seen on the PASS are not the
results of treatment impact but of their different response to Scales 1, 3,
and 4. Hereford, (1963) in his original parent discussion group study mentioned differential treatment effects on ·couples and singles.

He stated

that parents participating in the discussion group together showed greater
gains on the PASS.

Based on the results of this study it is possible that

the couples were reacting differently to the PASS and not to the treatment.
Both couples and singles remained in the negative range of these
scales, both reflecting difficulty in handling problems related to parenting. These results are in disagreement with previous PET studies using
the instrument (Lillibridge, 1971, et al).

However, Hereford (1963)

reported negative scores on the PASS from one group, the only non-urban,
non-city dwelling group of people to whom he administered the PASS.

In
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reporting these findings he commented on the different socio-economic
make-up of this group cgmpared to his other experimental groups. Although
this population is not lower socio-economic it is a non-urban, non-citydwelling group.

Perhaps it is the choice of life style which reflects

more conservative attitudes on parenting rather than lower socio-economic
status.
Couples in this study appeared to have less difficulty responding
to Scale 3, Acceptance, of the PASS. Some of the items on this scale
carry the idea of "pushing" the child, that is not accepting the childhood behavior.

Couples indicated more positive feeling toward acceptance

of childlike behavior than singles.
Couples also responded somewhat differently to Scale 4, Understanding, This scale reflects difficulty in communication with children,
including allowing for freedom of expression, discussing problems and
joint decision making. Although couples scored significantly higher than
singles on this scale, they were still in the negative range on both
scales. However, the children of the parents, mainly in Group B were
perceived as being different by their teachers on the DESBR-Scales.
The couples and singles showed no difference on the D-Scale. Again,
the combination of negative PASS scores and above averageD-Scale scores
describe a population that would not be prone toward adopting more positive parenting techniques.
Males and females responded di.fferently to Scale 4, Understanding.
Females reported to being less able to communicate and accept different
ideas from their children tham males in this study.
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Further investigation of the PASS, showed that only one scale showed
consistent improvement over time across all three group?.

Sc~l e

2,

Causation, showed the parents moving consistently toward the mean. This
scale reflects the amount of responsibility parents take for their
child's behavior.

Parents scoring low feel their child's behavior is due

to uncontrollable factors.

The range within which parents in this study

scored reflected that they had difficulty controlling their children and
were not willing to assume full responsibility for their behavior.

How-

ever, the direction toward the mean may indicate a trend of improvement
on the part of the parents in relationship to this area of parental
\

responsibility.

Changes in Children of PET and Control Parents
Teachers reported an .improvement in the behavior of the chi 1dren of
PET parents compared to the control·children as measured on three scales
of the DESBR-Scale.

The group means· for the scales disrespect-defiance;

comprehension and inattention-withdrawn indicate that the children of the
parents in the experimental groups appeared to have become less defiant,
demonstrated better listening skills and appeared to be less withdrawn as
measured by their teachers on the DESBR-Scale after their parents' PET
experience.
The improvement shown in this study on the DESBR is in contrast to
Spivak's (1967) original work. Spivak suggests a tendency for scores to
decrease from initial rating to retest.

The decrease was reported as

small but significant.
There are two possible reasons for these results reported on the
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DESBR-Scale.

First 2 the schools and communities in which this study was

conducted were

relativ~ly

small.

Being the first PET class offered in _

the area it caused much curiosity on the part of the teachers. Teachers
felt strongly about the need for a parent education program and supported
the concept of the school district's subsidizing the program.

It was

difficult to keep the teachers completely blind as to who was involved in
the study.

They were asked to fill out DESBR-Scales on the children of

the subjects.

Children also could have relayed information about their

parents being involved in a parenting class.

This knowledge could have

influenced the teachers' ratings.
Secondly, the children were aware of their parents' participation in
the class. They may have felt positive about this effort being made by
their parents. These children were also interviewed twice in relationship to their feelings about their mother and father on the CRPBI.

It is

possible that the attention and effort made by these significant adults
may have been seen in improved classroom behavior.
Third, it is possible that PET had an effect on parent behavior
which was not reflected in the PASS or D-Scale.

These changes in their

children's behavior could then have related to this effect of PET.
\

Children of the PET parents reported more positive feelings of
Acceptance as measured by the CRPBI than did the children of the
nQn-PET parents. However, there were oo discernible,,effects on the
children of parents who took PET as compared to the children of parents
who did not take PET as demonstrated on the CRPBI Scales of Acceptance of
Individualization, Rejection, and Hostile Detachment,

It appears that

the children of parents who took PET felt that they were better accepted
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than those children of parents who did not participate. These findings
support the teachers' reports of improvement seen on the DESBR-Scale.
-

-

-

Peterson (1972) also studied parents and their children using the
Parent Attitude Research Instrument (PARI) and the CRPBI. She reported
that children of her study showed a significant increase in the Scale of
Acceptance.

She also reported an elevation on acceptance of individua-

tion and positive involvement.
It appears that this treatment had ramifications on people indirectly related to the parents in the study, namely the teachers and children.
Whether the children in the study were affected by the knowledge that
their parents were involved in a parent class which could have affected
their behavior or whether the changes seen in the children were the
results of actual tried interventions learned in the PET class is not
clear from the data available in the study.
Conclusions
1.

PET did not appear to have a measurable effect on parent atti-

tudes as measured by either the PASS or D-Scale.
2.

Couples expressed more feelings of confidence in parenting than

did parents who participated in PET as singles.
3. Couples responded to the PASS in a different manner than did
parents who participated as singles.
4. Teachers perceived children of parents who have taken a PET
course to·be less blaming and dependent.
5.

Children of parents who took the PET course had feelings of

being accepted by their parents to a greater degree than did children
whose parents did not receive this training.
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Recommendations
Practical
1.

PET classes should be formed with couples separate from singles;

they have different needs.
2. Studies using PET training should test behavior based on skills
acquired in PET classes.
Research
1.

Further studies on the examination of

volunteer/non~volunteer

populations of parents taking.PET are needed to determine the effects of
this variable on training outcomes.
2.

Longitudinal studies should be conducted which assess and

follow the impact of PET on parent-child relationships for periods of
one, two and three years.
3. A study in which monthly follow-up sessions are held for at
least a year to reinforce PET skills and techniques should be conducted.
4.

Pre-test examination of·scores should be conducted in order to

control for homogeneity of population.

To encourage maximum treatment

impact, examination of the likeness of the population at pre-test time is
recommended.
5. A study which attempts to differentiate between rural-urban
background and socio-economic factors and their implications on PET
should be conducted.

APPENDIX A
Parent Attitude Survey Scales

126

127

PARENT ATTITUDE SURVEY
Instructions
On the following pages are a number of statements regarding parents
and children.

Please indicate your agreement or disagreement with each

statement in the following manner:
Strongly agree

cross out 1etter .. A" on answer sheet

Agree

cross out letter "a .. on answer sheet
-- cross out letter nun on answer sheet
cross out letter lid on answer sheet

Undecided
Disagree

II

Strongly disagree
For example:

cross out letter liD on answer sheet
II

if you stronglt agree.with the following statement,

you would mark it in this way:
Boys are more active than girls.

Aa u d D

This survey is concerned only with the attitudes and opinions that
parents have; there are no 11 right 11 or "wrong 11 answers.

Work just as

rapidly as you can--it is your first impression that we are interested in.
There is no time limit.
REMEMBER ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• A =Strongly agree

a = Agree
u

= Undecided

d = Disagree
D = Strongly disagree
Please turn the page and go ahead ..................•...•..............•.
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1. Parents have to sacrifice everything for their
children.·

Aa u-d D-

2.

Parents should help children feel they belong and
are needed.

Aa u d D

3.

I fee 1 I am faced with mol e problems than most
parents.

Aa

1

4. Few parents have to face the

probl~ms

my children.

I find with

u

dD

Aa u d D

5.

It's hard to know what to do when a child is
afraid of something that won't hurt him.

Aa u d D

6.

Most parents aren't sure what is the best way to
bring up children.

Aa u d D

7.

Children don't realize that it mainly takes
suffering to be a good parent.

Aa u d D

8.

Parents sacrifice most of their fun for their
children.

Aa u d D

9.

Raising children isn't as hard as most parents
let on.

Aa u d D

10.

It's hard to know when to make a rule and stick
by it.

Aa u d D

11.

Raising children is a

Aa u d D

12.

It's hard to know what healthy sex ideas are.

nerve~wracking

job.

Aa u d D

a ud 0

13. A parent has to suffer much and say little.

A

14.

It's hard to know whether to be playful rather
than dignified with children.

Aa u d 0

15.

It's a rare parent who can be even-tempered with
the children all day.

A

a ud 0

16.

Fewer people are doing a good job of childrearing now than 30 years ago.

A

a ud 0

17. Taking care of a small baby is something that no
woman should be expected to do all by herself.

A

a ud 0

18. Some children are just naturally bad.

Aa u d D
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19.

Some children are so naturally headstrong that _
a parent can tt really do much about them.

A_a u d D

20.

If a child is born bad there''s not much you can
do about it.

Aa u d D

21. ·When you come right down to it, a child is
either good or bad and there~s not much you can
do about it.

Aa u d D

22.

Why children behave the way they do is too much
for anyone to figure out.

Aa u d D

23.

A child is destined to be a certain kind of person
no matter what the parents do.

Aa u d D

24. A child that comes from bad stock doesn't have
much chance of amounting to anythtng.

Aa u d D

25.

Most of the bad traits children have (like
nervousness or bad temper) are inherited.

Aa u d D

26.

With all a child hears at school and from friends,
there's little a parent can do to influence him.

AatidD

27.

Psychologists now know that what a child is born
with determines the kind of person he becomes.

Aa u d D

28.

Most all children are just the same at birth; it's
what happens to them afterwards that is important.

Aa u d D

29.

A child may learn to be a juvenile delinquent from
playing games like cops and robbers and war too
much.

Aa u d D

30.

There are many things that influence a young child
that parents don't understand and can't do anything about,

Aa u d D

31. Many times parents are punished for their own sins
through the bad behavior of their children.

Aa u d D

32.

Not even psychologists understand exactly why
children act the way they do.

Aa u d D

33.

The earlier a child is weaned from its emotional
ties to its parents the better it will handle
its own problems.

Aa u d D
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34,

A child who misbehaves should be made_ to feel
. gutlt,y and ashamed of himself,

A

a ud 0

o

35,

There ,~s no reason why a cnild should not learn
to keep his clothes clean very ea'rly,

Aa u d

36.

Children should be toilet-trained at the earliest
possible time.

A

37.

A chi 1d who wants too much affect ton may become
a "softie" if it is not given to him.

Aa u d D

38.

One thing I cannot stand is a childts constantly
wanting to be he 1d.

Aa u d D

39,

A child should be weaned away from the bottle
or breast as soon as possible.

Aa u d D

40.

It's a parent's right to refuse to put up with a
child's annoyances.

Aa u d D

41.

If you put too many restrictions on a child, you
will stunt his personality.

Aa u d D

42.

l4hen a boy is cowardly, he should be forced to
try things he is afraid of.

Aa u d D

43.

Playing with a baby too much should be. avoided
since it excites him and he won't sleep.

Aa u d D

44.

A child should be taught to avoid fighting no
matter what happens.

Aa u d D

45.

One reason that it is sad to see children grow up
is because they need you more when they are babies.

Aa u d D

46.

If a little girl is a tomboy, her mother should
try to get her interested in dolls and playing
house.

Aa u d D

a ud 0

47. There's no acceptable excuse for a child hitting
another child.

Aa u d D

48.

Family life would be happier if parents made
children feel they were free to say what they think
about anything.

Aa u d D

49.

Talking with a child about his fears most often makes A a u d D
the fear look more important than it is.
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50.

A chi-ldts ideas should be seriously considered
in making family decisions.
·

Aa u d D

51.

Children should nave a share in·making family
decisions just as the grown .. ups do. ·

Aa u d D

52,

If you let children talk a5out thetr troubles
they end up complaining even more.

Aa u d D

53.

Children shouldn 1 t be asked to do all the
compromising without a chance to express their
· side of things.

Aa u d D

54.

There's a lot of truth in the saying "Children
should be seen and not heard.

Aa u d D

55.

Family conferences which include the children
don't usually accomplish much.

Aa

56.

Most children's fears are so unreasonable it only
makes things worse to let the child talk about
them.

Aa u d D

11

·

u

dD

57. The trouble with trying to understand children's
problems is they usually make up a lot of
stories to keep you interested.

Aa u d D

58.

A child should always accept the decision of his
parents.

Aa u d D

59.

If a parent sees that a child is right and the
parent is wrong, they should atlmft it and try
to do something about it.

Aa u d D

60.

Children don't try to understand their parents.

Aa u d D

61. A child has a right to his own points of view
and ought to be allowed to express it, just as
parents express theirs.

Aa u d D

62. Most of the time giving advice to children is a
waste of time because they either don't take it or
don't need it.

Aa u d D

63.

Children who are not watched will get in trouble.

Aa u d D

64.

Children must be told exactly what to do and
how to do it or they will make mistakes.

Aa u d D
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65.

Chi 1dren have no right to k.eep anything from the-irpqrents,

A-a u d D -

66.

Children have a right to activltie.s which do not
include their parents.

Aa u d D

67.

A ch.i 1d should oe a11 owed to try out what it can
do at times without the parents watching.·

Aa u d D

68.

More parents should make it their job to know
everything their cliild is doing,

Aa u d D

69.

If rules are not closely enforced children will
misbehave and get into trouble,

Aa u d D

70.

It .fs hard to let children go and visit people
because they might misbehave when parents aren 1 t
around.

Aa u d D

71.

It is hard to know when to let cays and girls play·
together when they can't be seen.

A a u d D

72.

A child shou 1d never keep a secret from hfs
parents.

Aa u d D

73.

Parents should make it their business to know
everything their chi'ldren are tninking.

Aa u d D

74.

An a1ert parent sh.ou ld try to learn a11 his
child's thoughts.

Aa u d D

75.

A mother has a right to know everything going
on in her child's life oecause her child is a
part of her.

Aa u d D

76.

If children are quiet for a while you should
inmediately find out why.

A a u d D

77.

It's a parent's duty to make sure to know a
child's innermost thoughts.

A a u d D

APPENDIX B
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On tfte. fo 11 owtng pages; are. a number of statements.
to eacfi statement lle.low- ts your

p~r~9r~!,

9Pfr19r:

The best answer

We nave tried to cover

many dtfferent and opposing poi'nts of view; you -may find yourself
agreeing strongly with some. of ttie statements, disagreeing just as
strongly W1Lth otners, and perhaps uncerta i·n al5.out others; whether you
agree. or disagree wttn any statement, you can 6.e sure that many people
feel the same as you do.
Mark each statement 1Ln the 1eft margin according to how- much you
agree or disagree with it.
~/rite

Please mark every one.

+1, +2, +3, or -1, -2, -3, depending on how· you feel in each

case.
+1:

I AGREE A LITTLE

-1:

I DISAGREE A LITTLE

+2:

I AGREE ON THE WHOLE

-2:

I DISAGREE ON THE WHOLE

+3:

I AGREE VERY MUCH

-3:

I DISAGREE VERY MUCH

"1.

The United States and Russia have just about nothing in common.

2.

The highest form of government is a democracy and the highest
form of democracy is a government run by those who are most
inte11 igent.

3.

Even though freedom of speech for all groups is a worthwhile
goal, it is unfortunately necessary to restrict the freedom of
certain political groups.

4.

It is only natural that a person would have a much better
acquaintance with ideas he believes in than with ideas he opposes.

5. Man on his own is a helpless and miserable creature.
6.

Fundamentally, the world we live in is a pretty lonesome place.

7.

~lost

people just don't give a "damn" for others.
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l"d like tt tf t could fi'nd someone who would tell me- how tos.o 1ye my- parson~ 1 proh.l ems
1

r:t ts- only natura 1 for a person to fie rather fearful of the
future.
_10.

There fs so much to be done and so little time to do ft in.

-----11.

Once t get wound up tn a fieated dtscussi'on

r just

can't stop.

-

12.

rn a dtscusston r often fi'nd ft necessary to repeat myself
several times to make sure tam befng understood.

-

13.

rn a heated discussl'on r generally 5ecome so absorfied in what
I am going to say that t forget to 1isten to what the others
are saying.

14.

It is better to be a dead hero than to 5e a live coward.

15.

While I don•t like to admit this even to myself, my secret
ambition fs to become a great man, like Einstein, or Beethoven,
or Shakespeare.

16.

The main thing tn life is for a person to want to do something
important.

17.

If given the chance I would do something of great Benefit to
the world.

18.

In the hi story of mankind there have probably been just a
handful of really great thinkers.

19.

There are a number of people I have come to hate because of the
things they stand for.

20.

A man who does not believe in some great cause has not really
lived.

21.

It is only when a person devotes himself to an ideal or cause
that life becomes meaningful.

22.

Of all the different philosophies which exist in this world
there is prooably only one which is correct.

23.

A person who gets enthusiastic about too many causes is likely
to be a pretty 11 Wishy-washy 11 sort of person.

24.

To compromise with our poli'tical opponents is dangerous because
it usually leads to the betrayal of our own side.

.136

.............,_25. V!fle.n it co:rnes to dtfferences of opinion in religion- we must
lie. careful not to compromise. wtth tb.ose who bel ieye differently
fram tfie war we. clo ,
.,.__.26,

In times liR.e these., a person must O.e pretty selfish if he
consi'ders primarily his own happiness.

27.

Tfie worst crime a person could commit is to attack pu5.licly
the people who believe in tfle same thfng he does.

28.

In tfmes 1ike tfi.ese it is often necessary to Ele more on guard
against ideas put out 5.y people or groups in one's own camp
than by those in the opposing camp.

29..

A group which tolerates· too much. dffferences of opinion among
its own memoers cannot exist for 1ong.

30.

There are two kinds of people in tnis world: those who are for
tfl.e truth_ and those who are against the trutfi.

31.

My blood boils whenever a person stulihornly refuses to admit
he's wrong.

32.

A person who thinks primarily of his own happiness is beneath
contempt.

33.

Most of the ideas which get printed nowadays aren't worth the
paper they are printed on.

34.

In this complicated world of ours the only way we can know
what's going on is to rely on leaders or e.xperts who can be
trusted.

35.

It is often desirable to reserve judgment ~bout what's going
on until one has had a chance to hear the opinions of those one
respects.

36.

In the long run the best way to live is to pick friends and
associates whose tastes and beliefs are the same as one's own.

37.

The present is all too often full of unhappiness.
the future that counts.

38.

If a man is to accomplish his mission in life it is sometimes
necessary to gamble 11 all or nothing at all. 11

39..

Unfortunately, a good many people with whom I have discussed
important social and moral problems don't really understand what's
going on.

It is only
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___4U. Most peop 1e just don 1 t know· what,. s good for them.

APPENDIX C
Devereux Elementary School Behavior Rating Scale

138

DEVEREUX ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BEHAVIOR RATING SCALE*
George Spivack, Ph.D. and Marshall Swift, Ph.D.
Devereux Foundation Institute for Research and Training

Student's Name
Student's Sex _ _ _ __

Teacher's Name
Age

Grade _____ School

Academic Subject - - - - - - - - - - - - Date of Rating

RATING GUIDE
1. Base rating on student's recent and

current behavior.

Consider only the behavior of tpe student over the
past month.

2. Compare the student with normal
children his age.

The standard for comparison should be the average
youngster in the normal classroom situation.

3. Base rating on your own experience
with the student.

Consider only your own impression. As much as
possible, ignore what others have said about the
student and their impressions.

4. Consider each question independently.

Make no effort to describe a consistent behavioral
picture or personality. It is known that children
may show seemingly contradictory behavior.

5. A void interpretations of "unconscious" motives and feelings.

As much as possible, base ratings on outward. behavior you actually observe. Do not try to interpret
what might be going on in the student's mind.

6. Use extreme ratings whenever
warranted.

Avoid tending to rate near the middle of all scales.
Make use of the full range offered by the scales.

7. Rate each item quickly.

If you are unable to reach a decision, go on to the

next item and come back later to those ·you skipped.
8. Rate every question.

COPYRIGHT, THE DEVEREUX FOUNDATION, DEVON, PA., 1967

Attempt to rate each· item. If you are unable to rate
a particular item because it is not appropriate to the
child in question, or because of lack of information,
circle the item number.

The preparation of this publicalion was supported in part by Research
Grant #32·48·7680·5023 from the Office of Education, U.S. Department
of Health, Education & Welfare.

I

YOU ARE GOING TO RATE THE OVERT BEHAVIOR OF A STUDENT. FOR ITEMS 1-26 USE THE RATING
SCALE BELOW. WRITE YOUR RATING (NUMBER) FOR EACH ITEM IN THE BOX TO THE LEFT OF THE
ITEM NUMBER.
Very frequently

Often

Occasionally

Rarely

Never

5

4

3

2

1

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM SITV.I\TION, HOW OFTEN
DOES THE CHILD ...
Item

D
D

1. Start working on something before
getting the directions straight?

D

3. Bring things to class thai relate to
current topic (e. g., exhibits, collections, articles, etc.)?

D

4. Tell stories or describe things in an
interesting and colorful fashion (e. g.,
has an active imagination, etc.)?

D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D
D

Rating

D
D
D
D
D

2. Say that the teacher doesn't help him
enough (i.e., won't show him how to
do things, or answer his questions)?

5. Speak disrespectfully to teacher (e. g.,
call teacher names, treat teacher
as an equal, etc.)?

Item
14, Tell stories whicn are exaggerated and
untruthful?
15. Give an answer that has nothing to do
with a question being asked?
16. Break classroom rules (e. g., throw
things, mark up desk or books, etc.) ?
17. Interrupt when the teacher is talking?
18. Quickly lose attention when teacher
explains something to him (e. g. , becomes fidgety, looks away, etc.)?

D

19. Offer to do things for the teacher
(e. g., erase the board, empty the pencil sharp~ner, open the door, get the
mail, etc.)?

D

20. Makes you doubt whether he is paying
attention to what you are
doing or say1
ing (e. g. , looks elsewhere, has blank
stare or faraway look, etc. ) ?

D

21. Introduce into class discussion personal experiences or things he has
heard which relate to what is going on
in class?

6. Initiate classroom discussion?
7. Act defiant (i.e., will not do what he
is asked to do, says: "I won't do it")?
8. Seej{ out the teacher before or after
class to talk about school or personal
matters?
9. Belittle or make derogatory remarks
about the subject being taught (e. g.,
"spelling is stupid")?

D
D
D
D
D

10. Get the point of what he reads or hears
in class?
11. Have to be reprimanded or controlled
by the teacher because of his behavior
in class?
12. Poke, torment, or tease classmates?
I

13. 1\nnoy or intedere with the work of his
peers in class?

22. Get openly disturbed about scores on a
test (e.g. , may cry, get emotionally
upset, etc.)?
23. Show worry or get anxious about knowing the "right" answers?
24. I,.ook to see how others are' doing
something before he does it (e.g,,
when teacher gives a direction, etc.)?
25. Complain teacher never calls on him
(e. g., that teacher calls on others
first, etc.)?
26. Make irrelevant remarks during a
classroom discussion?

- 2-

•

FOR ITEMS 27-47 USE THE RATING SCALE BELOW:

Extremely
7

Distinctly
6

Quite a bit
5

Moderately
4

A little
3

Very slightly

Not at all

2

1

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM SITUATION, TO WHAT
DEGREE IS THE CHILD ...
Rating

Rating

Item

D

27. Unable to change from one task to another when asked to do so (e. g., ·has
difficulty beginning a new task, may
get upset or disorganized, etc.)?

D

28. Oblivious to what is going on in class
(i.e. ' not "with it, " seems to be in own
"private" closed world)?

D

29. Reliant upon the teacher for directions
and to be told how to do things or proceed in class?

D
D
D
D
D

D
D

30. Quickly drawn into the talking or noisemaking of others (i.e., stops work to
listen or join in)?
31. Outwardly nervous when a test is
given?
32. Unable to follow directions given in
class (i.e. , need precise directions
before he can proceed successfully)?
33. Sensitive to criticism or correction
. about his school work (e. g., gets
angry, sulks, seems "defeated", etc.)?
34. Prone to blame the teacher, the test,
or external circumstances when things
don't go well?

D
D
D
D
D
D

Item
35. Able to apply what he has learned to a
new situation?
36. Sloppy in his work (e. g., his products
are dirty Qr marked up, wrinkled, etc.)?
37. Likely to know the material when
called upon to recite in class?
38. Quick to say work assigned is too hard
(e. g., "you expect too much," "I can't
get it, " etc.)?
39. Responsive or friendly in his relationship with the teacher in class (vs.
being cool, detached or distant)?
40. Likely to quit or give up when something is difficult or dt:lmands more than
usual effort?
41. Slow to complete his work (i. e. , has to
be prodded, takes excessive time)?
42. Swayed by the opinion of his peers?

D

43. Difficult to reach (e.g., seems preoccupied with his own thoughts, may
have to call him by name to bring him
out of himself)?

D

44. Unwilling to go back over his work?

COMPARED WITH THE AVERAGE CHILD IN THE NORMAL CLASSROOM SITUATION, TO WHAT
DEGREE DOES THE CHILD ••.

D

45. Like to be close to the teacher (e. g.,
hug or touch the teacher, sit or stand
next to teacher, etc. ) ?

D

46. Haye difficulty deciding what to do
wHen given a c.hoice between two or
more things?

D

47. Rush through his work and therefore
make unnecessary mistakes?

- 3 -
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DEVEREUX ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
BEHAVIOR RATING· SCALE *
George Spivack. Ph.D. and Marshall Swift, Ph.D.
Devereux Foundation Institute for Research and Training

DESB PROFILE
Student's Name -------'--...,---------

Teacher's Name

Student's Sex

Academic Subject

·Grade _ _ _ _ School

Date of Rating

Factor Item
Raw Scores

Behavior Factor

Raw Score in Standard Score Units

Tot'l
Raw
Sc.

-ISD

0

+2SD

+ISD

I.

1. Classroom

Disturbance

needs control

11 --13 __ interfere

teases

12_._30 _drawn in

starts

2. Impatience

sloppy

3. DisrespectDefiance

1 __ 44 _ _ go back

di'~.~~~:~~ct:~

5 _ _ 9 _ _ subjocl

defy l'ch'r.

7 _ _ 16 __ rules

2 __ 34

l'ch'r. help
called on

25 __ :iS - - : lo~ hard

5. Achievement
Anxiety

test scores

22--31 __ tesling

right onsw.

23 _ _ 33 _ _ sensitive

7. Comprehension
8. Inattentive Withdrawn
9. Irrelevant Responsiveness
10. Creative

Initiative
11.. Need Closeness
to Teacher

~

see others

24 __ 42 __ swayed
29 _ _

directions

32 _ _ 46 __ choices

24

DISRESP.
DEFY

EXTERNAL
BLAME

10-- 37 _ _ reciles

applies

35--

lose attn.

18 _ _ 28 __ oblivious

not attnd.

20 _ _ 43 __ reachable

exagg. story.

14 _ _ 17 __ interrupt

answers

15 _ _ 26 _ _ irrel. lalk

brings in

3 _ _ 6 - . - slarl disc.

act. imag.

4 __ 21 __ talk ex per.

16

12

16

12

ACHIEVE
ANXIETY

25

COMPRE·
HENSION

24

30

19

INATTENT
WITH DR.

IRRELEV.
RESP.

20

20

20

EXTERNAL
RELY

understands

helps

IMPAT.

blames

rely t'ch'r.

seeks t'ch'r.

CLASS
DISTURB

36 _ _ 47 _ _ rushes

4. External
Blame

6. External
Reliance

I
I
I

24

12

16

20

CREAT.
INITlAT. 4

a __ 39 _ _ friendly
19 _ _ 45 _ _ phys. close
27 Unable change

Additiorial Items

40 Quits
41 Slow Work

•COPYRIGHT, THE DEVEREUX FOUNDATION, DEVON, PA., 1967

-4-

I

APPENDIX D

Children's Report of Parent Behavior
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CHfLDREN' S REPORT OF PARENT BEHAVIOR

fnstructi"ons:

He are interested in learning more afiout the different

experiences people nave in their fami"Hes.

ff you are oetween the ages

of 7 and 16 years of age, will you please answer tfte following questions:
Read each item on the following pages and·tircle the answer
that most closely descri5.es the way each of your parents acts
towards you.

(You wi 11 receive a form for each of your parents. J

BE SURE TO. f1ARK EACH ITEM. FOR. EACH. PARENT.

-

If you think the item is like your parent, circle

-L.

If you think the item is somewhat like your parent, circle

S~L.

If you think the item is not like your parent, circle N.L.

NAME._________________,......_ _ _BOY_._ _ _GIRL._ __

AGE_ _ __

142

FORM ,FOR MOTHER

1. Allowed me to tell her tf r thought JUY ideas were
fietter tfi.an fiers.

L SL NL

2.

Was always getttng after me,

L SL NL

3.

Enjoyed go1'ng on drives, trtps or vistts witf.t me.

L SL NL

4.

Didn't seem to think of me often.

L SL NL

5.

Comforted me when r was afraid.

L SL NL

6.

Was easy to talk to.

L .SL NL

7.

Got cross· and angry allout 1ittl e tfdngs I did.

L SL NL

8.

Was able to make me feel f:ietter when

9.

Enjoyed worktng with me tn the home or yard.

L SL NL

10.

Was always finding fault wlth me.

L SL NL

11.

Cheered me up when I was sad.

L SL NL

r was

upset.

12. Made me feel at ease when I was with her.

L SL NL

L SL NL

13.

Thought my tdeas were silly.

L SL NL

14.

Enjoyed doing things with me.

L SL NL

15.

Wished I were a different person.

L SL NL

16.

Let me help decide how to do things we were
working on.

L SL NL

17.

Didn't show that she loved me.

L SL NL

18.

Tried to understand how I saw things.

L SL NL

19.

Thought I was just someone to 11 put up with. 11

L SL NL

20.

Acted as thought I were in the way.

L SL NL

21.

Hardly noticed when I was good at home or at
school.

L SL NL

143

22. ..Forgot to get thJngs I
23.

nee.d~d,

Almost always· complatned

al5~out

L SL NL
what

r

24. Made me fee 1 free when I was wtth fier.

dtd.

L SL NL
L SL NL
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:FORM lOR fATHER
1~

Allowed me to tell nim ·if
lietter tnan fits.

r tnougn.t my ideas were

L SL NL

.2.

Was always getttng after -me.

L SL NL

3.

Enjoyed going on dr1ves, trips or visits with me.

L SL NL

4.

Didn't seem to thinK. of me often.

L SL NL

5.

Comforted me when I was afraid.

L SL

6.

Was easy to talk to.

l.

7.

Got cross and angry about little things I did.

L SL NL

8. · Was able to make me feel 5etter when

r was upset.

NL

SL NL

L SL NL

Enjoyed worki·ng witn me in tn.e home or yard.

L SL NL

10.

Was always finding fault with me.

L SL NL

11.

Cheered me up when I was sad.

L SL NL

9.

1?
........
Made me feel at ease when I was with

t:..

I

u.1m.

L.

SL NL

13.

Thought my ideas were silly.

L SL NL

14.

Enjoyed doing things with me.

L SL NL

15.

Wished I were a different person.

L SL NL

16.

Let me help decide how to do things we were
working on.

L SL NL

17.

Didn't show that he loved me.

L SL NL

18.

Tried to understand how I saw things.

L SL NL

19.

Thought r \vas just someone to put up with.

20.

Acted as though I were in the way.

L SL NL

21.

Hardly noticed when I was good at home or at
school.

L SL NL

11

11

I

L.

C"l

,JI..

NL
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r:

22.

f'o.rgot to. get tht.ngs·

23.

Almost always complatned afiout what I d"td.

needed'

24. Made me. feel free. wn.en ! was wftli li:tm.

L SL NL
L

SL NL

L SL NL

APPENDIX E
Summary Table
Parent Attitude Survey Scale
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Surrunary Table
Results of PASS Sub-Test Analyses by Group and Couple/Single
Status (Pre Test Means Unadjusted
in Parentheses)
Experimental A

Experimental B

Control

Couple

Single

(-5.70)
-4.97
-4.87

(-5.10)

(-14.53)
-11.86
-11.83

(-13.00)
-13.54
-12.43

PASS SCALE 1, CONFIDENCE
PRE
POST
DELAYED

(-4.40)
-5.56
-5.57

(-5.40)
-6.20
-7.05

( -6 .40)
-5.60
-5.66

-6.59 *
-7.43 *

PASS SCALE 2, CAUSATION
PRE
POST
DELAYED

(-12.75)
-12.05
-11.03

(-13.25)
-12.82
-12.69

(-15.45)
-13.23
-12.66

PASS SCALE 3, ACCEPTANCE
PRE
POST
DELAYED

(-12.85)
-8.82

(-9.60)
-10.36

-9.46

-9.95

(-10.80)
-10.37
-10.89

(-7.86)
-8.35

(~11'.;83)
·~ll d5 *

-iO.i5

-10.05

(-2.42)
-2.93
-1.35

(-3.50 ).
-2.63
-3.25 *

PASS SCALE 4, UNDERSTANDING
PRE
POST
DELAYED

(-2.05)
-3.05
-1.94

(-1.90)
-1.80
-2.89

(-3.50)
-3.50
-2.08

PASS SCALE 5 2 TRUST
PRE
POST
DELAYED
N

(-6.85)
-7.34
-6.84

(-7.80)
-8.7
-8.14

(-6.20)
-7.75
-7.31

(6.53)
-8.69
-7.82

(-7.36)
-7.17
-7.03

20

20

20

30

30
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